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Abstract 
 
 
The spread of English worldwide and the burgeoning of a billion-dollar industry 
teaching English to speakers of other languages (TESOL) have placed significant 
pressures on the TESOL profession. A number of fundamental questions plague the 
TESOL endeavour, not least of which are the debates regarding the position of 
nonnative and native English speaking teachers and the nature of English itself. 
Governments and other agencies, the market place and teachers themselves all have 
a stake in the TESOL industry and profession, and globalisation and the rise of 
education capitalism have affected policy and practice. I argue that the concept of 
authority is a valuable means of approaching these and other diverse lines of inquiry in 
TESOL, that it offers a coherent way of understanding issues hitherto regarded as 
somewhat marginally related, and that it affords fertile ground for writing and research. 
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 1 
Introduction 
 
English and Mandarin are estimated to be the languages with the greatest numbers of 
speakers worldwide (including mother tongue, second language and/or lingua franca 
users). While the importance of Mandarin on the world stage has yet to be played out, 
English is currently the unassailable first language of international communications. In 
this climate, TESOL is a billion-dollar industry. While the fact that English is number 
one on the charts is good for business, the strain of celebrity is showing in the TESOL 
profession. Fundamental issues have surfaced, debates are raging, and forces within 
and outside the profession are exerting enormous pressure on all parts of the 
enterprise. ESL/EFL teachers are feeling more pressured and less supported by the 
systems and policies within which they work, and less able to speak with authority. 
These issues cluster around three core questions: 
 
Who is teaching ESL and EFL? As English use expands globally, what is the place of 
the native and nonnative English-speaking teacher (NEST and NNEST)? 
 
What is being taught? The nature of the English language is changing rapidly as it is 
taken up by diverse groups for many different purposes. 
 
What forces and agencies hold the power to influence or control who teaches 
ESL/EFL and what is taught? 
Education finds itself in a postmodern world of globalised economies, market forces, 
and bottom lines in which knowledge is commodified, and teachers deliver a product to 
clients. 
 
No exploration of the question of who is authorised to teach ESL/EFL can be 
undertaken without an understanding of the global context in which education occurs 
and the impact this has, sometimes obvious and sometimes less visible.  
“…boundaries around how, where and under whose authority education 
is carried out and certified are becoming less clear as universities, 
[TAFE] colleges and even schools internationalise their campuses, their 
curriculum and their teaching staff. For example, ERASMUS [a 
European tertiary student exchange program] was a decision of the 
supranational European Parliament. What implications does this have 
for decision making at national, let alone local university level? In 1995, 
the Queensland Education Department sold its entire year ten 
curriculum to a province in China. What does this say about questions of 
cultural relevance? Western Australia’s Curtin University of Technology 
has formed an arrangement with the Perth-based Australian Institute for 
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University Studies (AIUS),…enabling students unable to meet Curtin’s 
entrance quotas to pay private fees to enrol with the AIUS as a 
precursor to obtaining a Curtin qualification. AIUS is in turn backed by 
Excel Education Pty Ltd, a subsidiary of MUI Berhad, one of the 
corporate giants of the Malaysian stock exchange (Storey 1996). What 
pressures does this mix of private commercial interests – international 
education now exceeds wheat as an export earner – and public 
educational interests place on educational delivery and certification?” 
(Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard and Henry, 1997, p. 73, emphasis added) 
 
The related contextual element in this inquiry is the connection between education and 
economies and the results of this link for education. “…The UK faces a world of 
increasing change; of ever-fiercer competition; of growing consumer power, and a 
world in which our wealth is more and more dependent on the knowledge, skills and 
motivation of our people.” (HM Government UK, 1994, as cited in Green, 2006, p. 194). 
This is echoed in Australia’s substitution of ‘clever country’ for an earlier view of itself 
as the ‘lucky country’, a transformation that is founded similarly on a desire for 
economic power. This education/economy link is well demonstrated, for example, in a 
variety of texts from the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
(OECD) over the past thirty years. 
 
During the 1970s the impact of global pressures on the economies of individual nation 
states was noted by the OECD and there was a growing political push for education to 
respond to the new economic imperative. As a consequence, education policy was 
being framed by factors “…largely outside the ambit or control of education.” (OECD, 
1979: 12, original emphasis, as cited in Taylor et al, 1997, p. 69). 
 
By the 1980s the interlinking of economics and education was explicit: “…the skills and 
qualifications of workers are coming to be viewed as critical determinants of effective 
performance of enterprises and economies.” (OECD, 1989, p. 18, as cited in Taylor et 
al, 1997, p. 69). Economic efficiency became a dominant concern and “…a rhetoric of 
justification [was created] for a tighter connection between educational systems and the 
world economy.” (Apple, 1992, p. 127, as cited in Taylor et al, 1997, p. 69). Larger 
purposes of education were considered in the context of productivity and competition. 
The OECD has a strong ideological commitment to globalisation, envisioning “…a post-
industrial age in which…OECD economies [can be woven] into a yet more prosperous 
and increasingly service-oriented world economy.” (OECD, undated, p. 6, as cited in 
Taylor et al, 1997, p. 68). 
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In this conceptual climate, since the late 1980s, the OECD has increasingly bound 
education to the service of its global economic pursuit. I will explore some of the 
consequences of the globalisation of education and the instrumental role of education 
in support of economic interests in my discussion of education policy and human 
outcomes in Part 2 of the paper. 
 
This is not a topic of remote academic interest. The immediacy and potency of the issue 
is readily demonstrated by a glance at the week’s newspapers. At the time of writing, 
there have been a number of articles in The Age, Melbourne’s daily broadsheet 
newspaper, in the preceding week. 
 
The plight of Australian and other EFL teachers in Japan (Norrie, September 22, 2007) 
illustrates how international market forces and business interests affect ESL/EFL well 
beyond the influence of the TESOL/TEFL profession. 
ENGLISH teaching chain NOVA, which employs more Australians and 
foreigners than any other Japanese company, has admitted it may have 
to shut hundreds of schools to account for massive financial losses this 
year...The Kyodo news service said the number of closures was likely to 
be far in excess of 200 because many landlords were threatening to 
evict the company over defaults on rent payments. The cuts would affect 
more than 1000 teachers and tens of thousands of students. It is unclear 
what would happen to them, although the school has reportedly said it 
would allow students to shift to nearby schools. It was reported earlier 
this week that the chain, which has the biggest share of Japan's billion-
dollar English lesson industry, failed to pay up to half of its 5000 foreign 
teaching staff last Friday. “A lot of people are really scared by this," said 
a 27-year-old Australian teacher in Tokyo, who asked not to be named. 
"We heard about all the late wages, and there have been rumours that 
NOVA is going under for a while — but now this. And they never tell us 
anything. We're always in the dark." (Foreign teachers face axe in 
Japan, The Age, website, 2007, para. 1, 4-8) 
 
Articles on other education sectors illustrate the environment in which ESL/EFL now 
operates. A public-private partnership is worth examining (September 25, 2007) reveals 
the growing complex ties between public education and the private business sector. 
…[Last year] the Australian Education Union voiced its support for 
public-private partnerships [PPPs] to build schools. Principals' groups 
also agreed, with conditions on limiting commercial influence in 
schools…This week the Premier, John Brumby, flagged the use of PPPs 
to do just that...[G]one are the old days of state funding of public 
facilities. Since Labor came to power in 1999, the Victorian Government 
has entered into more than a dozen PPPs for major projects such as 
Southern Cross Station, Citylink and Eastlink, Melbourne Convention 
Centre, the County Court, Melbourne Showgrounds and the Royal 
Women's and Royal Children's hospitals...But it is also incumbent on the 
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Premier to disclose to the public the nature of what the non-education 
parties in the schools PPPs would expect as return for their investment. 
There must, of course, be no commercial interference in the running of a 
school or the curriculum. (The Age, website, 2007, para. 1, 2, 4) 
This reflects the new environment in which education finds itself where big business 
interests are big players. Government may no longer simply provide services, once seen 
as basic rights, in education (including ESL provision), health, welfare, transport and 
infrastructure but rather it mediates a variety of interests and relies on market forces to 
drive the economy. This situation Blackmore and Sachs (2007) describe as a shift from 
government to governance. As we shall see, this has real consequences on the 
positioning of education, and of teachers, their autonomy and authority, a concern 
clearly voiced in the article.  
 
School performance reporting overhauled (September 25, 2007) shares the new 
education-speak of postmodern times: parents are re-positioned as clients and invested 
with authority to judge ‘performance’, and schools must ‘value-add’. 
Parents will be able to compare the performance of schools across the 
government, Catholic and independent sectors...The Future of Schooling 
report conducted by the Council for the Australian Federation, to be 
released on Tuesday, commits the governments to reporting school 
performance...The report aims to reinstate teachers as the primary 
assessor of students' performance, ahead of national tests...But the 
governments are also investigating adjusting school results in national 
tests to show the improvement of students, or how much schools have 
"value-added" to their charges. 
Interestingly, teachers are promised reinstatement of their authority as assessors. Who 
removed this, who will restore it, and why? 
 
Tension between state government regulatory bodies and teachers surfaced in Attack 
on teaching watchdog (Tomazin, September 25, 2007). 
THE State Government is under pressure to overhaul its controversial 
teaching watchdog, which schools have accused of ignoring teachers' 
concerns and "supporting incompetence"…Teachers and principals have 
warned the Government that the Victorian Institute of Teaching — set up 
in 2001 to regulate the state's 104,000 teachers — has failed to live up 
to its role and become an "unwelcome intrusion" on the industry. (The 
Age, website, 2007, para. 1,2) 
As Blackmore and Sachs (2007) note, “there is a clear tension…between professional 
regulation and professional autonomy” (p. 61). 
 
I have identified three core questions: Who is teaching ESL/EFL? What is being 
taught? Who controls TESOL education? These questions, and answers to them, are 
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vital to the health and development of the TESOL profession in the current demanding 
climate and, indeed, research and writing on many aspects of these issues is and has 
been ongoing during TESOL’s forty years as a modern community of practice. But 
while there is a lot of activity, these issues have often been approached as relatively 
independent lines of inquiry. In this paper I propose a unifying concept, a way of 
reaching into the heart of these questions and revealing their essential connectedness: 
the notion of authority. This paper is a conceptual approach, an attempt to view the 
current difficulties of the profession from a bigger perspective. It offers a conceptual 
framework that reveals the convergence of key areas of concern and suggests that 
authority is an important concept that not only allows us to link a variety of problems 
into a more coherent framework but also provides valuable new insight from which to 
formulate further detailed empirical and qualitative research. 
 
In Part 1, I set out the basic problems and issues that are under debate. I explore the 
question of who has authority to teach English, particularly the position of NNESTs; I 
analyse the native speaker/nonnative speaker (NS-NNS) binary as a fundamental but 
problematic notion. I explore the question of what is being taught, examining the nature 
of the English language in a changing world and considering which varieties of English 
are/should be authorised. 
 
In Part 2, I theorise the nature of authority as expertise and how it might be regarded 
as a unifying concept in the TESOL context. I identify three broad groups of agents 
who control or influence (who give authority to) the profession and the industry. First, I 
consider government and other agencies as authorisers of TESOL and, second, the 
market place as a powerful force shaping TESOL provision, noting the consequences 
that globalisation and the rise of education capitalism have on policy and practice. 
Third, I investigate the bases on which ESL/EFL teaching expertise (authority) rests: 
linguistic competency and pedagogical competency and I explore the position of 
teachers at the heart of all this, their sense of identity and how they self-authorise. 
 
In the Discussion, I investigate how authority and expertise are located differently in 
ESL and EFL. Finally, I contend that the notion of authority underlies and unifies the 
range of important questions that I have addressed in the paper and that no such 
linking concept has been well expounded in the literature to date. To view these issues 
from an authority perspective not only allows for greater clarity and cohesion but also 
affords fertile ground for research and the opportunity to move forward on significant 
matters in the TESOL field. 
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PART 1 
The Great Debate 
 
 
 
The Age, Saturday April 28 2007, My Career, p. 8. 
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Braine (1999a, 1999b, 1999c, 1999d) has been a champion of the cause of NNESTs in 
recent years. He and other NNESTs (eg Amin, 1997, 1999; Canagarajah, 1999; Chen, 
2000; de Almeida Mattos, 1997; Ding, 2000; Dörnyei, 2006; Fukumara, 1993; Hoodfar, 
1992; Lee, 2000; Li, 1999; Lung, 1999; Mahboob, 2005; Moussu, 2006; Oda, 1999; 
Pavlenko, 2003; Reves & Medgyes, 1994; Sauro, 2006; Takada, 2000; Thomas, 1999; 
and Wu, 2005, 2006) have told of their experience teaching English as a language they 
themselves have learned; these stories range from moving personal accounts to 
political criticism of the TESOL profession. NNESTs report that despite being well 
trained they find it hard to secure employment where NESTs are available – the playing 
field does not seem to be level; they report that native speakers (NSs) are given 
precedence over them for teaching jobs in some countries, even completely untrained 
NSs; they report prejudice and negative perceptions from administrators, colleagues 
and students; and most of all they report not feeling legitimate. NNESTs’ (in)ability to 
work in the English as a Second Language (ESL) field raises some uncomfortable 
questions; it is the dark side of ESL which has led Kubota (2002) to investigate 
(Un)raveling racism in a nice field like TESOL. But before we explore these claims in 
detail, we need to put this matter into perspective; we need to go back in history to 
another era, not unlike our own, when TESOL was big business and the same debate 
was raging: Elizabethan London. 
 
Refugees, diaspora and language teaching 
History reveals the uncanniness of our world and our own past by taking 
topics that are important and showing how historically conditioned our 
own situation is....Perspective demonstrates how something that 
otherwise strikes us as natural, given, and inherent was in fact created in 
history. Perspective cures us of our provincialism by revealing the extent 
to which our current existence is both contingent and ephemeral. 
(Wilson, 2005, p. 5) 
 
The refugee experience was alive and well in Elizabeth I’s Protestant England with the 
persecution of Protestants in a predominantly Catholic Europe. Perhaps the two single 
most significant dates in sixteenth-century Europe were 1572, the Massacre of St 
Bartholomew, and 1598, the Edict of Nantes. The massacre was a wave of Catholic 
mob violence against the Huguenots (French Protestants) in Paris that spread 
throughout France. The Edict was aimed primarily to end the long-running, disruptive 
French Wars of Religion in which Huguenots were granted substantial rights in a nation 
still considered essentially Catholic, in an attempt to secure civil unity, the separation of 
church and state, and to open a path for secularism and tolerance. TESOL and TLOTE 
(teaching languages other than English) in early modern England were determined by 
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the ebb and flow of socio-political tides. Language teaching work turned on the market 
for fluent speakers of Italian, French and other European languages to instruct the 
significant numbers of merchants, gentry and aristocrats who needed or wanted to 
travel. For teachers of English, religious and political refugees pouring into London, 
particularly after 1572, provided an expanding market as the new arrivals needed the 
local language to make their way. Indeed, the multilingualism of many a language 
teacher was born of such refugee experience. As Howatt (2004) comments, this link 
between the refugee experience and language teaching has remained a sad constant 
to this day. In our own times language teaching has become a billion-dollar industry 
worldwide as political and religious conflicts see the unprecedented movement of large 
numbers of people fleeing instability and seeking safety beyond their home and 
language territories. Then, like now, the social upheaval caused by these migrations 
was a complex and often dark tale. In sixteenth-century London, the incoming 
foreigners were seen as a threat, racial tension was never far from the surface, riots 
and personal attacks were common. “It was feared that the foreign Protestant refugees 
would take the bread out of English mouths in many skilled trades and professions” 
(Yates, 1934, p. 147) (how contemporary that sounds). The situation was kept only 
somewhat in bounds by Elizabeth’s personal sympathy for the plight of these religious 
refugees and the leadership she showed. Parallels with today are so clear we find 
ourselves asking whether anything has changed in nearly five hundred years. 
 
The issue that leaps off the page at a modern reader is the debate between NNESTs 
and NESTs that was raging in Elizabethan England. As in our own time, the gracious 
art of welcoming strangers into the community was not widely practised. Many of the 
language teachers were refugees themselves; they were sought out by those who 
shared their first language, as this provided a medium for the process of learning 
English and, no doubt, a welcome source of contact with their lost homeland. They 
were equally sought out by the English who wanted NS French, Italian and Dutch 
teachers as the authoritative source of grammar, pronunciation and customs. Needless 
to say, this did not please native English teachers who saw themselves, first and 
foremost, as the authority on their own language and, beyond that, felt perfectly 
qualified to teach on their own turf foreign languages in which they were fluent. The 
local teachers were aggrieved at what they saw as a language teaching monopoly 
wielded by outsiders and, in the case of English teaching, by foreigners. This sentiment 
boiled over in the language teaching community in 1593 with the publication of John 
Eliot’s diatribe against NNESTs. 
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John Eliot’s Ortho-epia Gallica…purporting to be yet another manual for 
the teaching of French…is really a satire on the refugee language 
teachers, an amusing parody of their conversation manuals, a carefully 
concocted joke in which they and all their works are held up to ridicule. 
(Yates, 1937, p. 147)  
 
Howatt (2004), however, far from seeing the satire as a joke, has described it as 
unrelenting invective (p. 34). Today, the attitude to refugees is equally volatile, and 
NNESTs in the language teaching enterprise report finding their position precarious. 
The difference now is that the constraints of political correctness can militate against 
having an open debate. 
 
Nonnative speakers need not apply 
In our own time, the inferior employment prospects reported by NNESTs compared 
with NESTs was observed by Walelign (1986) some twenty years ago. It would seem 
that the situation has changed little, if the claims of Braine (1999a) and his colleagues 
are correct. Li (1999) describes her status as an “outsider” (p. 51) in the American 
academic system; she relates in painful terms how the writing of a book on the subject 
nearly cost her her university position until the wider writing community rallied to her 
support. She was subsequently vindicated by an award and tenure, which would not 
have occurred without the significant battle she waged and without the support of a 
colleague “…who saw my status of outsider as a source of authority rather than an 
indication of incompetence” (p. 51). Lung (1999) comments on the NET (Native English 
Teacher) Scheme in Hong Kong in which NESTs from Australia, NZ, UK and USA were 
given a “…generous salary and housing allowance [and]…twice the average salary of 
most local teachers” (para. 1). She reported, however, that NESTs  “…appeared to be 
unaware of the students’ needs, a situation that was worsened by the absence of close 
cooperation with local teachers [NNESTs]….By giving recognition to a teacher’s native-
speaker ability, administrators had automatically marginalised local (nonnative-
speaker) teachers…[which]…does a disservice both to the teachers and the students” 
(para. 7). By contrast, in Japan, Wu (2006) claims that in the last ten years “…the 
teaching English industry in Japan has changed. Unlike in the bubble era when a 
NEST could be paid Y10.000/hour (about $80 today) to teach English conversation, 
Japanese schools are now looking for instructors with experience and professional 
qualifications” (para. 3). However, as I write this, a friend’s son, travelling in China, has 
been employed to teach EFL with no qualifications or teaching experience, solely on 
the basis that he is a NS. Closer to home, one of my university teachers has, this year, 
commented that some of her NNEST graduates are leaving the field and seeking other 
kinds of employment as they are unable to get jobs in TESOL due, they reported, to 
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their being NNSs (Henry, PM 2007, pers. comm. 15 May). A week ago I was forwarded 
an email from a university language school in Melbourne: “If you have any qualified 
teachers who are native speakers of English currently doing their post graduate TESOL 
training, could you please pass on my contact details to them?” (Deakin University 
English Language Institute (DUELI) 2007). Braine (1999a) has been vociferous on this 
issue: “In the case of non-native teachers operating in ESL contexts, no issue is more 
troubling than that of discrimination in employment” (p. xvi). He lays the blame firmly at 
the feet of the hiring institutions: 
Despite the TESOL organisation’s explicit opposition to hiring practices 
that discriminate against non-native speakers, many program 
administrators do not hire non-native speakers. In fact, some 
administrators have openly stated so at professional conferences and 
job interviews. (p. xvi)  
 
The political and moral dimensions of training TESOL professionals that TESOL 
organisations will not subsequently employ have not been lost on some members of 
the TESOL community (eg Mahboob, 2005; Braine, 1999a). Braine (1999a) ponders 
the probability that NNESTs are regarded as threatening scarce jobs (a very old theme) 
which, he observes, is somewhat ironic given the “…profession’s strident championing 
of multiculturalism, diversity, and other sociopolitical causes” (p. xvii). But the most 
frequent reason given is that ESL students prefer NSs; that NESTs “attract students” 
(de Almeida Mattos, 1997, p. 38). 
 
Kubota (2002) has tackled this issue head-on by daring to claim that it is racism by 
another name. He has distinguished individual and institutional racism, and has argued 
for the TESOL profession to confront the invisible structural racism embedded in its 
understandings of second language (L2) learning and teaching, and in applied 
linguistics scholarship, citing “hidden agendas of assimilation”, (p. 86) and cultural and 
racial stereotypes reflected in curricula, texts and materials. He claims that “Whiteness 
and the native speaker construct are in a complicit relation” (p. 87), a relation that 
disadvantages teachers of colour, and he further points out that “binary images” (p. 89) 
of East-West (see also Said, 1978), Asian-European, sameness-difference, us-them, 
self-other continue to sustain our present NS-NNS dichotomy. As an example he 
suggests that language problems are often identified in terms of “…certain racial, 
linguistic, or socio-economic groups of students” (p. 87); while these categories are 
well-intentioned in attempts to analyse and assist groups of learners, they implicitly 
place responsibility on the learners’ attributes to explain and deal with the problems 
and fail to see “…other players or structural causes” (p. 87). 
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It’s not what you say, it’s who says it 
There is a growing body of research exploring the perception of NNESTs by NSs, 
colleagues, supervising teachers, students and administrators. Brutt-Griffler and 
Samimy (2001) exposed cultural, we might say racial, assumptions in a study of 
identity-assignation in four non-mother tongue English speakers, which suggested that 
NS is a social construct rather than a linguistic one. In this study mother tongue 
speakers of English assigned NNS status on the basis of what the speaker looked and 
sounded like (p. 102), and national origin or identity (p. 103-104). 
 
Rubin and Smith (1990) also concluded that undergraduates’ stereotypical attitudes to 
ethnicity were more potent determinants of their attitude to NNEST instructor assistants 
and of their level of comprehension than any realities of NNEST accent. Rubin (1992) 
pointed to “…the potency of nonlanguage factors such as ethnicity in affecting 
undergraduates’ reactions to NNSTAs [NNS teaching assistants]…even when the 
instructor’s language was completely standard” (p. 511). Similarly, Kelch and Santana-
Williamson (2002) found  
…that student attitudes toward teachers with different varieties of 
English is not correlated with whether a speaker’s accent is native or 
nonnative, but instead is correlated with the perception of whether the 
speaker is native or not. (p. 57) (italics added) 
 
Moussu (2006) found that, overall, students' attitudes were more positive towards 
NESTs than NNESTs, although students taught by NNESTs held a significantly more 
positive attitude towards NNESTs in general than students taught by NESTs. Positive 
attitude towards NESTs and NNESTs increased significantly with time and exposure. 
So it seems that experience with NNESTs may change an initially negative view by the 
student. Interestingly, Wu (2005) quotes her ESL students as unequivocally positive in 
their view of her as a NNEST: “…in regard to my being a non-native speaker of 
English, I believe I never got any negative response because students sensed how 
professional I am” (p. 13). Despite this, one of the key points she makes in her paper is 
her defensiveness and sensitivity about being a NNEST. “I am still learning to cool 
down and consider that when a colleague asks me where I come from, she might 
actually be asking me where I teach” (p. 15) [and not about her ethnicity]. 
 
This brings us to a crucial point: that the issue of the (un)acceptability of the NNEST 
may be more to do with perceptions - by others and of oneself - than any ‘realities’ of 
accent, linguistic knowledge, or pedagogical competence. It is to this issue of 
perception that we now turn.  
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As soon as I started student teaching, I began questioning my authority 
and rights to teach English, not because my students questioned it in 
front of me…but because I felt like an imposter. (Moussu, 2006, p. 7) 
Braine (1999a) writes of a colleague’s epiphany: 
I had a cold realisation that I was living at the mercy and tolerance of 
others. If others are willing to tolerate my deficiency in the language, and 
choose to focus on my dedication and other merits, I have a foothold; if 
not, they have every reason to dismiss me. (p. xvii) 
Braine comments that this was said by a NNEST who writes better than average NSs 
and whose accent is better than most NNSs. 
 
Thomas (1999) gives us a heart-rending story of reading her students’ evaluations. 
They were all very positive, but included one comment: “We need native speaker 
teacher. It will be better” (p. 10). Despite rave reviews from all her students, this single 
comment overwhelmed her. Interestingly a student who scored Thomas as a highly 
satisfactory teacher, nonetheless assumed that a NEST would be “better” in some way. 
 
On a personal level, I have a Russian colleague with fluent English, an Australian 
accent, impeccable credentials and an impressive teaching history that includes 
teaching English literature in English at university level, to whom I turn to check points 
of English grammar. She frequently comments that she feels her English is not good 
enough to teach the higher levels. I only wish I knew my language as well as she 
knows it. 
 
What links all of these stories is the feeling of inadequacy and self doubt, which 
weaves through the fabric of these tales, sometimes invisible, sometimes thread bare. 
If NNESTs feel illegitimate, for whatever reasons, how and from where do they draw 
their authority to teach?  
 
Will the real native speaker please stand up? 
This debate on the relative merits of NESTs and NNESTs is “…itself a product of the 
various discourses on the concept of the native speaker” (Jenkins, 2006, p. 172). So 
far, we have taken the concept of NS (and therefore NNS) as given. After all, it seems 
straightforward, intuitively valid: someone born into a language must surely know it 
best. As Weedon (1997) points out, “…the appeal to the ‘natural’ is one of the most 
powerful aspects of common-sense thinking” (p. 3). To explore this foundational 
concept, we must investigate recent historical antecedents of the NS ideal. 
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The influential twentieth-century linguist Noam Chomsky proposed the notion of the 
“native speaker as an ideal informant on a language” (Braine, 1999a, p. 73), and as 
“the authority on language” (Canagarajah, 1999, p. 78). He seemed to confirm our 
intuitive belief that someone who spoke a language from birth knew it best. Around the 
same time as Chomsky was formulating his linguistic propositions, the Commonwealth 
Conference on the Teaching of English as a Second Language in Makarere, Uganda, 
in 1961 adopted as a key tenet that "the ideal teacher of English is a native speaker" 
(Phillipson, 1992, p. 185). Thus the native speaker paradigm “assumed canonical 
reality” (Nayar, 1994, p. 3) and its dominance was confirmed for the foreseeable future. 
But does this notion survive scrutiny? 
 
As far back as 1949, the American anthropologist Viola Waterhouse reported in her 
article entitled Learning a second language first that native speakers of Chontal (the 
only speakers of the language) taught their children Spanish first; “Chontal appears to 
be a part of the adult culture and is learned when the adolescent enters into the cultural 
activities of the adult community” (p.106). Waterhouse (1949) reported complex rules 
around the acquisition and use of Chontal and Spanish, and Chontal - the mother 
tongue - was learned as a second language. This challenges our intuitive notion about 
what constitutes a native language and a native speaker. More recently, the concept of 
native speaker has been deconstructed by Phillipson (1992) in the ‘native speaker 
fallacy’, defined as a ‘myth’ by Davies (1991, 2003), and eloquently challenged by 
Canagarajah (1999) on a number of serious grounds: 
It is important to note that the native speaker fallacy is linguistically 
anachronistic. It flies in the face of some basic linguistic concepts 
developed through research and accepted by contemporary scholars. 
Thus it creates a disjunction between research awareness and 
professional practice. (p. 79) 
 
Firstly, Canagarajah (1999) argues that the current linguistic position on languages is a 
democratic one, that all languages and dialects are equal: there is no language that is 
inherently ‘better’ than any other. Secondly, we know from historical studies of 
language change over time that languages in contact always undergo change, so 
alterations in a language are an inevitable result of social, economic and political 
changes. Thirdly, we understand from modern language acquisition research that 
language learning is a creative process, both social and cognitive, that has its own 
trajectory, so the influence of a NNEST is not simple, and language change is not 
halted by the prescriptive role of the NEST. Fourthly, we perceive from observation of 
languages in use that context relevant variants of a language are needed and used in 
different situations: NS language is not superior or normative irrespective of context. 
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Finally, in practical terms, we are keenly aware that language change and 
diversification cannot be stopped by attempts to standardise a language, as the 
frustrated attempts of national language academies testify, although some 
governments have succeeded in encouraging the use of a particular language (eg 
Bahasa Indonesia, and Mandarin in China and Taiwan (Kam & Wong, 2004)). 
 
However, it is worth noting that the current taste of linguists for an egalitarian, 
democratic and pragmatic view of language is not shared by all. Quirk (1988) supports 
standards for international English and mounts a sustained attack on what he terms 
“liberation linguistics” (1989/90), which, according to Kachru (1991), amounts to an 
attack “on the recognition of pluricentricity and multi-identities of English” (p. 4). Honey 
(1997) makes a detailed and passionate argument for nurturing and teaching a 
standard variety of English. He contends that his view is not elitist but rather provides 
choices for learners, and in his view he claims that standard English does not have to 
be static. It is a thesis which is hard to push within TESOL in the present climate of 
political correctness, but one which continues to obtain outside the profession. 
 
Whose English is it? 
But there is a stronger argument than all of these, driven by sheer force of numbers; as 
English becomes a global phenomenon, and the number of English speakers for whom 
English is not a mother tongue becomes greater than the number of mother tongue 
speakers, the question arises: who owns it? While Crystal (1997) points out the 
difficulty of numbering users of English worldwide, McKay, adopting Kachru’s (1986) 
model for categorising countries in which English is used, estimated that in 2002 there 
were 320-380 million users in Inner Circle or Centre countries (eg UK, USA, Australia, 
NZ, Canada), 150-300 million in Outer Circle or Periphery countries (eg India, the 
Phillipines, Singapore), and 100-1000 million in Expanding Circle countries (eg China, 
Japan, Germany). Thus there were a total of between 570 million and 1680 million 
users of English worldwide, most of whom were not mother tongue speakers. If Inner 
Circle English speakers were presumed to be the largest likely group of mother tongue 
speakers, they made up between 22 per cent (on minimum estimates) to 56 per cent 
(on maximum estimates) of all users. Thus between half and three quarters of all 
English users are not mother tongue speakers. 
 
McKay (2002) defines an international language as “…one that is no longer linked to a 
single culture or nation but serves both global and local needs as a language of wider 
communication” (p. 24). Although Graddol in 2006 notes, “…[w]hile English is a major 
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language [of business], it only accounts for around 30 per cent of the world…GDP” 
(p. 62), it stands, by any standards, as the most widely used language for international 
communication, and operates as a lingua franca (ELF) (Jenkins, 2004; House, 2003) in 
many localised settings. So if the majority of English users know nothing of Rule 
Brittania or the Oxford English Dictionary, who owns English? More to the point, 
perhaps, “who has possession of it?” (Nayar, 1994). House (2003), in her claim for 
ELF, distinguishes “‘languages for communication’ and ‘languages for identification’” 
(p. 556). 
A Chinese academic, Hu Xiao Qiong (2004), takes up the issue by 
asking in an article in the international journal English Today why she, 
who has never entered a native English-speaking country, had to adjust 
her China English so that it conformed to one of the two main NS 
varieties of English, in order for her article to be accepted for publication. 
(Jenkins, 2004, p. 67) 
 
As Smith (1987) explains: “We certainly want to use English well, but this should not 
require us to try to change our identity” (p. 3). Jenkins (2006) exhorts us to adopt a 
“pluricentric rather than a monocentric approach to the teaching and use of English” 
(p. 173). 
…the day non-native speakers of English become aware of their status 
as speakers of EIL [English as an International Language], native-
speaker control of the language will disappear, and non-native speakers 
will feel entitled to the authoritative use of a variety of the language that 
belongs to them. (Llurda, 2004, p. 320) 
 
The development of Euro-English provides a good example. A variety of ELF is being 
adopted throughout Europe as an important diplomatic and business dialect (James, 
2000; Jenkins, Modiano & Seidelhofer 2001; Llurda, 2004). Yet in what possible sense 
could there be any native speakers? “[A] lingua franca has no NSs, and by extension 
no NS targets for its learners to aspire to” (Jenkins, 2004, p. 63). So who is authorised 
to teach it, given that it has to be learned by all, and is mother tongue to none? This is 
precisely Llurda’s point, that with the development of varieties of English worldwide, 
used in different contexts for different purposes by different speakers, how can the 
notion of native speaker make any sense?  
 
More interesting still, how can the hegemony of the “native speaker fallacy” (Phillipson, 
1996) continue, as it clearly does, given the diverse uses and contexts that English 
serves? English is now far removed from its original Island territory whose inhabitants 
and culture are of no relevance to the new users. Gone are the colonial days when 
English was a civilising influence on ‘native’ peoples, when cultural values were 
transmitted through English language and literature, and when Received Pronunciation 
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(RP) was the ideal all strove to attain. How can the claim be justified that I, as a teacher 
whose mother tongue is British English and who was educated and trained in New 
Zealand and Australia, am the best person to teach English to a trader in an Asian port 
who needs to learn the local variety of English to do business? I am clear I would be of 
limited use. Paikeday (1985a, 1985b) has been vigorously putting the point that The 
native speaker is dead! for twenty years and yet the idealisation of the NS persists, no 
less within the TESOL community than without. Those within the profession have failed 
to provide a generally adopted alternative nomenclature which might help shift our way 
of thinking about first and second languages (L1/L2) and their users. Medgyes (1992, 
p. 342) and Reves and Medgyes (1994, p. 353-4) list a motley collection of terms 
coined by various authors such as ‘more’ or ‘less accomplished’ (Edge 1988), 
‘proficient users of English’ (Paikeday 1985a, 1985b), ‘expert speakers’ and ‘affiliation’ 
(Rampton 1990), and ‘English-using speech fellowships’ (Kachru 1985). “What all 
these have in common is the heavy stress on what Kachru (1992a) calls ‘WE-ness’ 
instead of the ‘us and them’ dichotomy” (Reves & Medgyes, 1994, p. 354).  
The whole mystique of the native speaker and the mother tongue 
should probably be quietly dropped from the linguist’s set of 
professional myths about language. (Kachru, 1982, as cited in 
Rampton, 1990, p. 97)  
Certainly, no shift in understanding will occur outside the profession (and here I am 
thinking of policy makers, employers and administrators, parents and students) if there 
is no lead from the profession itself. So we may not be surprised, then, that the notion 
that a native speaker is somehow better persists in the community at large. The same 
applies to the TESOL community itself: no shift in the attitude to and experience of 
NNESTs will occur if the NS-NNS dichotomy continues to be languaged. It is a change 
of paradigm, facilitated by a change of labels, that we need. 
 
The argument I have put regarding the NS concept and the ownership of English is a 
utilitarian one. However, there are other more principled arguments that have been 
proposed over the last decade and a half. There is a view that the NS concept and 
ideal plays a darker role in the history of colonialism and in the massive worldwide 
TESOL industry. Phillipson (1992, 1996, 2000) and Pennycook (1998, 2004) have 
taken a strong position on what they term ‘linguistic imperialism’. 
[Phillipson’s] thesis is that the English language has been deliberately 
used as a tool in the cultural domination by the First World (Centre) 
countries of the developing countries (Periphery), and that the Centre 
has made huge profits through the multi-million dollar business of 
English language teaching. (Boyle, 1997, p. 170) 
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In this political view, Kramsch (2003) has suggested that “…native speakership…is 
more than a privilege of birth or even of education. It is acceptance by the group that 
created the distinction between native and nonnative speakers” (p. 255). Coppieters 
(1987) argues for a social view of NS; studying competence differences between native 
and near-native French speakers, he found that near-native speakers have “strikingly 
different” (p. 544) underlying grammars (which were not apparent to the native 
speakers), and his conclusion is similar to that of Kramsch: 
…our result could be taken as further illustration of the fact that 
languages like French or English etc. are constructs which admit of a 
functional and social, but not a rigid formal, definition; i.e., a speaker of 
French is someone who is accepted as such by the community referred 
to as that of French speakers, not someone who is endowed with a 
specific formal underlying linguistic system. (p. 565)  
 
Pennycook (2001), however, has argued strenuously against the social construction of 
NS identity: “empowering individuals within inequitable social structures not only fails to 
deal with…inequalities but also reproduces them” (p. 39).  
 
Canagarajah (1999) has taken the imperial/colonial issue and set it differently, arguing 
for the ‘appropriation’ of English by the colonised and its use as a tool in their struggle 
to regain autonomy and to find a place in the international community. Rather than 
unidirectional ‘oppression’, he sees the use of English paradoxically as a tool that the 
colonised have seized and put to use in their goals of freedom and development. 
Brunei Darussalam is an interesting case in point. The Malay language, along with 
Islam, is a core element of Bruneian identity. The “traditional and safe way” (Kam & 
Wong, 2004, p. 56) would have been to enshrine Malay as the official language. Yet, 
despite English being associated with its colonial history, Brunei  
…has had the courage to accept the [English] language for practical 
reasons. This does not necessarily mean the marginalisation of the 
Malay language. It is hoped that through the compulsory teaching of 
Brunei philosophy of being Malay and Muslim and of the monarchy, 
Malay will not only be maintained but also strengthened. (p. 56) 
 
Kramsch (2003) has taken this idea further, to suggest that the NNS is actually 
advantaged, indeed, privileged. Rather than viewing NNS as a static categorisation, she 
argues that “…most people in the world belong to more than one discourse community” 
(p. 255), and praises the richness of “language crossings” (p. 257) both in literature and 
in everyday language use.  
Users of tongues other than their own can reveal unexpected ways of 
dealing with the cross-cultural clashes they encounter as they migrate 
between languages. Their appropriation of foreign languages enables 
them to construct linguistic and cultural identities in the interstices of 
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national languages and on the margins of monolingual speakers’ 
territories. Seen from the perspective of linguistic travel and migration 
rather than from that of the traditional sedentary, bounded opposition 
native/nonnative, the notion of native speakership loses its power and 
significance. Far more interesting are the multiple possibilities for self-
expression in language. In that regard, everyone is potentially, to a 
greater or lesser extent, a nonnative speaker, and that position is a 
privilege. (p. 260) 
 
Braine – get over it! 
The experience of NNESTs is not in question. What I find as I read their stories is a 
feeling of identification with most of the issues NNESTs raise, despite the fact that I am, 
as a mother tongue English speaker and a white middle-class teacher, a member of the 
dominant discourse group. I am mindful of the critique that my group membership may 
be a “…color- and privilege-blind individual approach to racism” (Kubota, 2002, p. 84). 
When people of color assert that the academy is racist, individual 
whites in the academy, who do not see themselves as racist, are 
offended or think the judgement does not apply to them…Neither whites 
nor people of color seem to understand that there is a clash here 
between a social group perspective, learned by people of color through 
the social experience of racism, and an individual perspective, learned 
by whites through their racial socialisation. (Scheurich, 1997, p. 122) 
 
I can appreciate this argument, even though I can only do so through the blinkers of my 
“racial socialisation”. However, I wonder: is the continuing grievance of NNESTs getting 
us anywhere? In considering the problems and difficulties reported by NNESTs, I find 
most of them mirrored in my own. This similarity of NEST/NNEST experience has been 
noted by other researchers (eg Moussu, 2006; Amin, 1999; Canagarajah, 1999; 
Nemtchinova, 2005). Let us now consider these grievances in more detail. 
 
1. Racism – overt or covert 
It is certainly true that working in Australia, I encounter very little overt racism as a 
member of the dominant cultural group. That said, I am aware of ethnocentrism in that 
some of my practices and beliefs are not acceptable to some of the students I teach. If I 
worked in another country, things may be very different; for example, working in Saudi 
Arabia I would be living in a closed expatriate community as my general way of life is 
unacceptable to the wider community. In my classes I do not like some students’ beliefs 
and practices, particularly those I regard as constraining religious practices. Likewise, 
the students see marked differences among themselves that they find surprising and 
puzzling and, I suspect, unacceptable. The mainland Chinese students from a secular 
system struggle to understand the religious rite of Ramadan, for example, and those 
from religious regimes find our secularism unpalatable. On discovering that Easter is 
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celebrated by many in Australia who may not appreciate the religious symbolism of the 
festival, a Lebanese student in my class asked: “How do they know what they believe 
in?” 
 
Ethnocentricity is alive and well in the reactions of most of us; these come unbidden. 
That these reactions do not have to be converted to behaviour, over which we do have 
some control, is perhaps a useful distinction – and a saving grace. 
 
Braine’s (1999a) colleagues report disappointment, dismay or despair at the 
assumptions made about them because of their ethnicity: teachers who are not white, 
or teachers with an accent, could not possibly be NSs of English. However, if my 
parents had moved to Southern Rhodesia in 1958, instead of New Zealand, and I had 
been raised on the knee of a Shona woman, with Shona as a lifelong language, I would 
expect that people might be surprised if I said I was a NS of Shona, however strong my 
linguistic or cultural claim. But with a younger generation growing up in a much more 
pluralistic world than mine was, this expectation that white=Inner Circle=native English 
speaker may soon disappear; I defy anyone living in the UK now to equate black with 
NNS. 
 
As for employment prospects, I have not had the experience of rejection on the basis of 
personal characteristics such as my ethnicity. As Ellis (2002) points out “The ESL 
sector in Australia has a more extensive history of employing non-native speaker 
teachers, and in the early days of what later became the Adult Migrant Education 
Program [AMEP] they were positively encouraged to apply” (p. 75). But “In the sector 
known as English Language Intensive Courses for Overseas Students (ELICOS)…for 
adult [fee-paying] overseas students, until the last decade non-native teachers were 
actively discouraged” (p. 75). The recent DUELI email quoted earlier supports Ellis’ 
statement, and my own working experience is in line with her analysis. When I worked 
in a university ELICOS program, there were no NNESTs on staff. In the TAFE institution 
in which I currently work there are 47 ESL teachers of whom 16 (34 per cent) might be 
regarded as NNSs (excluding those who moved to an English speaking country in 
childhood), so I am presently in the company of many NNESTs. Perhaps it is at this 
point that my claim for ‘no difference’ between me and NNESTs hits the “racial 
socialisation” wall (Schuerlich, 1977, p. 122): I simply do not know what it is like to be 
discriminated against on the basis of race. I can only empathise with the outrage of 
Mahboob’s (2005) colleague “…who was refused an ELT [English language teaching] 
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job based on their status as a non-native speaker of English in the United States” 
(p. 61). 
 
2. Concern over students’ questions 
A number of NNESTs (eg Amin, 1997; Hoodfar, 1992) have written about feeling 
‘tested’ by students who ask questions in class, more, they feel, to see how good the 
teacher is than to gain knowledge. My experience is that some students will test any 
teacher; perhaps it is more to do with establishing authority in the class than it is about 
simply whether the teacher ‘knows her stuff’ – which is just one aspect of establishing 
authority. As a NEST I too feel challenged by questions at times; sometimes because 
the questions simply have a tone of challenge in them, and I respond to these as a call 
to make an appropriate relationship with the student, and sometimes because I do not 
have the information that the question requires. These latter I find more difficult to 
respond to. I do not find it easy to say ‘I don’t know’, so I may get the class to discuss 
the question and/or to locate an answer themselves. If this is not realistic, then ‘I don’t 
know; I’ll check it and we’ll discuss it tomorrow’ is the path I take – and, like many 
NNESTs, it is not my preferred option. 
 
3. Concern over points of grammar 
English grammar is notoriously replete with exceptions to rules, and idiomatic usages. 
While these are not easy for NNESTs, many report that they make a point of knowing 
grammar thoroughly, and they have the experience of learning the language in a 
systematic way. By contrast, NESTs often feel their grammar knowledge is less secure, 
particularly if they come from a generation of students who were not taught grammar 
formally and who have learned it in order to teach ESL. A ‘natural’ grasp of grammar 
cannot be relied on. Firstly, it is not a basis for adequate explanations of grammar rules 
and, secondly, NSs do not necessarily speak grammatically as a matter of course. A 
NNEST colleague asked me recently about the phrase ‘me father’ as it was used by a 
NEST colleague; I replied that it was a British Midlands variant, knowing where the 
NEST had grown up, that I was familiar with the usage from my mother, who was also 
from the British Midlands, and that it also occurred in uneducated Australian speech. 
The NNEST criticised its usefulness in an Australian ESL context. 
 
4. Concern over pronunciation 
This is one of the most often cited issues of NNESTs. Any accent other than a standard 
accent is thought to be less desirable for students to be exposed to. But what is a 
standard accent? Is it the Queensland accent spoken by my Australian born colleague? 
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Is her accent more authentic than my own combination of British English, New Zealand 
and more recently acquired Australian sounds? Will the exposure of ESL students to 
another colleague’s Indian English or Midlands accent be problematic for them? And is 
it true that students want to sound ‘native’ with all the implications of assimilation and 
shifting identity that that implies? As Pavlenko (2002) has pointed out, ESL learners 
have multiple, fluid identities and a complex relationship to the new language that in no 
way necessarily entails ‘passing’ (Piller, 2002) in the new culture, but rather may involve 
appropriating English to their own purposes. 
 
5. Am I a good teacher? 
Any teacher who does not have this question in mind is not serious about the job. On a 
daily basis, I am analysing my work with students moment by moment, and reflecting on 
each class after the event. If my class seems pedestrian, or the students less engaged, 
I am troubled and I doubt my ability. Why would this be a greater preoccupation for 
NNESTs than for NESTs where both are professionally trained? NNESTs may claim 
that NS status has automatically been linked with ability as a teacher, but the evidence 
from studies regarding perceptions of NNESTs by other groups is mixed, as we shall 
see. 
 
6. Multilingualism a help 
I think the NNEST has a clear advantage here. I know how useful it is to have a 
language in common with students. When I have taught students from Africa or the 
Middle East who have French as one of their languages, or taught students whose L1 is 
German or Italian, I have enjoyed being able to compare English linguistic structures 
and lexical items with their French, German or Italian counterparts. But as I routinely 
teach Chinese, Asian, African and Middle Eastern students without the benefit of 
Mandarin, Arabic or other relevant languages, I feel at a disadvantage, not only 
because I do not understand the language structures they are working from but also 
because I do not fully appreciate the kinds of learning issues that these languages 
might present in an L2 situation. 
 
7. Providing a role model for students 
There is a case for both NESTs and NNESTs as role models. NESTs offer a model of 
‘native’ speaker competence for L2 learners; however, as we have noted, it is not a 
foregone conclusion that ‘nativeness’ is an aspiration of all L2 students. Conversely, it is 
possible that ‘nativeness’ may present a seemingly unattainable and possibly daunting 
goal. NNESTs, on the other hand, show clearly that it can be done. I recall thinking of 
Luxemburg EXR796-7   Part 1 
 
 22 
my Australian Italian teacher: “Well, if he can do it, so can I!” This gave me great 
encouragement. 
 
8. Student preferences 
The jury is still out on this issue, as far as the research is concerned. A range of studies 
has yielded mixed results, and not all studies have given clear results, as the following 
review shows. 
 
The received wisdom in the NEST/NNEST debate is that students prefer to be taught 
English by NESTs. A number of studies have supported this position. Amin (1997), 
Kelch and Santana-Williamson (2002), Rubin (1992), Rubin and Smith (1990), and Orth 
(1982, as cited in Rubin, 1992) all report this preference. But as we have seen, a more 
complex picture emerges in Moussu (2006); NESTs are regarded more positively than 
NNESTs but the latter group are also regarded positively, students taught by NNESTs 
rate them more highly than students who have not experienced NNESTs, and positive 
ratings for NNESTs increase with exposure over time. In contrast, the Education 
Department Research Group in Hong Kong (1989, as cited in Boyle, 1997) found that 
junior students could not understand NESTs’ language and NNESTs were more familiar 
with local conditions and requirements so that NNESTs were the preferred group. 
 
More recently Upra (2005) reported that Thai students and parents considered good 
teaching ability and experience were important for ELT and indicated no preference for 
NESTs over NNESTs. However, her findings are unclear in that she also reported 
discrepant answers between questionnaires and interview material, and she further 
stated “…those parents and students surveyed did not consider native or nonnative 
teachers to be more superior. However, more credits were given to native English 
speaking teachers” (p. 4). It is not made clear what these “credits” were or how we 
might account for an apparently contradictory finding. 
 
More consistent results have been contributed by Lasagabaster and Sierra (2002) and 
Mahboob (2003). Lasagabster and Sierra noted a general preference for NESTs or for 
a combination of NESTs and NNESTs. Mahboob noted that students’ perceptions are 
complex and they stated “…native and nonnative teachers complement each other and 
that they would like to study with both” (p. viii). 
 
Barratt and Kontra (2000) conducted studies in Hungary and China in which students 
reported that “…[b]eing a native is not enough” (p. 20), and Cook (2000) reported no 
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preference for NESTs: “Nowhere is there an overwhelming preference for NS teachers. 
Being a NS is only one among many factors that influence students’ views of teaching” 
(p. 331). 
 
These widely varying results and claims may be in part attributable to the differing 
methodologies and contexts of the studies. Could it also be possible they might be a 
predictable outcome of trying to research a construct that is in reality a shibboleth? 
 
Finally, there are two points I would make. If, as I contend, NESTs and NNESTs share 
many of the same concerns and difficulties, then what is this debate about? If Dörnyei 
(2006) can claim that after “37 years of intensive English studies” (para. 5), writing 
extensively in academic English, speaking English at home, and being a Professor in a 
British university English Department, he is not a NS because he does not like using the 
phone (in either language) and because colloquial expressions do not come as quickly 
as he would like (I note that I have never been adept at colloquialisms), and despite his 
assessment that he talks and writes less well in L1 (Hungarian), then surely we must 
ask ourselves whether there is any point in trying to define NS at all. Rampton (1990) 
has proposed three aspects of the NS concept: language expertise, language affiliation, 
and language inheritance. Perhaps Dörnyei’s self-categorisation can be better 
understood in these terms: his English expertise is high, his affiliation may be weaker, 
and inheritance absent. As language inheritance has been the aspect most closely 
associated with ‘native’, this may suggest a reason for Dörnyei’s postioning. 
 
Davies (1991), however, after writing a volume on the subject, can only define a NNS 
negatively “…as some-one who is not regarded by him/herself or by native speakers as 
a native speaker” (p. 167). But: 
[i]n the subjective reality inhabited by most people in our region…there 
is not very often any real danger of confusing the two. (Gill & Rebrova, 
2001, para. 5). 
Is this the ESL equivalent of ‘I know what I think, don’t confuse me with facts’? 
 
 “Like it or not, the metaphor has the pervasiveness and indestructibility of a cockroach” 
(Kershaw, 1994, p. 90). “…[T]he issue displays a vigour and will to live of which any 
vampire would be proud” (Gill & Rebrova, 2001, para. 4). 
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PART II 
Authority 
 
When an author asks us to question authority, we might wonder whether 
we have been lured into a hall of mirrors. Will he question only the 
authority of others and ask us to take his own authority for granted? Or 
will the author disappear into a self-reflexive maze, turning his work, to 
paraphrase Nietzsche, into a dialogue between a question and a 
question mark? (Makari, 2006, p. 119) 
 
In posing the question “Who is authorised to teach ESL/EFL?” we are assuming a good 
deal about authority. What is the nature of this authority? Who or what has authorised 
whom and what? In what way? On what basis? Why is authority needed? What kind of 
authority is it? What is the relationship of authority to teaching?  
 
We might begin with a definition of authority: 
• the power or right to give orders, make decisions, and enforce 
obedience 
• a person or organisation having power or control in a particular, 
typically politically or administrative, sphere 
• the power to influence others, esp. because of one’s commanding 
manner or one’s  recognized knowledge about something 
• the confidence resulting from personal expertise 
• a person with extensive or specialized knowledge about a 
subject; an expert 
• a book or other source able to supply reliable information or 
evidence, typically to settle a dispute 
(Oxford American Dictionaries, online, 2007). 
 
We immediately notice some interesting features: that authority may reside in “power”, 
in an “organisation”, in a “person”, in a feeling (“confidence”), in an attribute 
(“commanding manner”), in “knowledge” or “information”, in a “book” or in some “other 
source”, or in the ability to supply such. Already it is starting to look slippery. There is, 
however, a pattern within these various definitions of authority which may be of use to 
our enquiry: the definitions fall into two groups – those of power and those of expertise. 
If we tease out the notion of authority into these two components we can see more 
clearly that it is authority in these two guises that underlies every one of the three core 
questions we have examined in Part 1. 
 
We have been exploring the longstanding NS-NNS debate; this debate has, at its heart, 
questions about who authorises the ‘in’ (NS) group, and how. One of the ways this is 
done is by the continuing appropriation of the activity and the substance of TESOL by 
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the historical and cultural ‘owners’ of English. The NS ‘in’ group has appropriated 
control of TESOL by claiming power literally, in the many cases of colonisation by 
Britain in the last five centuries. Some argue (eg Al-Issar, 2006) that this appropriation 
is continued by the ongoing association of NS with Britain and, more recently, with the 
United States as imperial powers. This has implied that both the substance, what is 
taught, and the activity, the teaching, is best done by the NS.  
 
The matter of what is authorised poses, as we have seen, a growing problem for 
TESOL. What English is authorised? How are authorised versions controlled and 
enforced? How are unauthorised versions responded to? The development of varieties 
of English worldwide does not seem to be controllable and the notion of standard forms 
is vexed; but certainly there has to be something to teach learners. As President Barry 
Fyfe of the Australian Dance Federation in the film Strictly Ballroom demands to know, 
“If everyone starts dancing their own steps, where would we be?” The young ballroom 
dancer, craving freedom and self-expression, famously replies, ”Out of a job.” But there 
does need to be sufficient standardisation to facilitate communication, in language as 
on the ballroom floor. 
 
I shall now turn to the question of what agencies authorise TESOL. Who decides who 
is expert in the field and how is that expertise demonstrated and assessed? The agents 
of this authority are broadly threefold: government, the public, and teachers. All three 
are stakeholders in the TESOL enterprise, and each group has its own investment and 
seeks its own particular returns. All three groups authorise TESOL but differ in the 
expertise they hold and recognize and in the power they have. 
 
What’s Kevin Rudd got to do with TESOL? 
Firstly, I shall look at the ways in which government and other agencies external to the 
profession influence and control TESOL; this involves a discussion on the nature of 
policy making, changes in the role of government, and the global economic 
environment in which TESOL is a player. 
 
Policy making is a messy business. “Prunty…define[s] policy as ‘the authoritative 
allocation of values’ (1985: 136), in recognition of the fact that policies are never value 
free and that power and control are central in policy processes.” (Taylor et al, 1997, 
p. 27). Policy needs to be understood both as product and process. It has been 
theorised as a rational, linear response to a problem (eg Harman, 1984), and as 
conflictual in which competing groups with different values and access to power 
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struggle to promote their interests (Taylor et al, 1997, p. 24). It has been described as a 
cycle of interrelated contexts: text production, practice and influence (Bowe, Ball and 
Gold, 1992), plus the contexts of outcomes and political strategy (Ball, 1994). 
Poststructuralists have discussed policy as an arena of struggle over meaning or as the 
politics of discourse (Yeatman, 1990). What is important is that policy is contested at all 
stages. There is the question of which issues get onto the political agenda, and which 
do not, in the first place; how and by whom action is initiated; inevitable trade-offs and 
compromises during formulation and again in implementation. Policy “involves 
processes prior to the articulation of the text and the processes which continue after the 
text has been produced, both in modifications to it as a statement of values and desired 
action, and in actual practice.” (Taylor et al, 1997, p. 28), Offe (1975, 1984, as cited in 
Taylor et al, 1997) has suggested that governments arrive at ‘settlements’ not solutions 
to policy problems. Governments, agencies, and the individuals working within them are 
also part of larger networks and communities that influence them. And there is a 
symbiotic relationship between institutions and the problems/policy they address; the 
institutional and cultural structures in a society also determine the issues, definitions 
and solutions that are available to it. 
 
There is a vast amount of literature on language acquisition policy in general as well as 
specific policies for almost all regions and countries around the globe. There are 
language policies and language acquisition policies, and first, second and foreign 
language acquisition policies. There is ESL policy for schools and universities and ESL 
policy for adult migrants which may be located in different policy areas. There are 
countries with no language policies, what Fishman (2006) terms “no-policy” policy 
(p. 318), and “unplanned” language policies (Baldauf, 1994), both of which have their 
consequences. Government policy and regulation operate at many levels from broad 
sweep immigration, education, and language acquisition policies to specific examination 
and testing regulations, to schools and institutions interpreting government directives in 
the nuts and bolts of everyday choices of teacher recruitment, curriculum 
implementation, teaching methodologies and the selection of materials.  
 
The face of education has changed radically since the 1990s, both in Australia and 
around the world. As Blackmore and Sachs (2007) cogently argue, there has been a 
shift in the role of government in education and a shift in the discourses of education in 
recent times. They trace a move from government, in which the state takes 
responsibility for service provision, to governance, where the state influences from a 
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distance through various policy and financial structures (p. 31). This shift is in line with a 
global trend to corporatise state services in a climate of management thinking that 
demands measurable outputs and cost efficiencies and in which the notion of public 
good has shifted to instrumentalism. In this new world, education, along with many 
other services, has become a commodity, an industry, and parents have been 
repositioned as clients, teachers as providers, and students as statistics who have to fit 
into economic imperatives (p. 51). “…[T]he state now mediates global/local market 
relations rather than protects individuals against the excesses of the market” (p. 30). 
The discourse has shifted from people’s rights of access to education, health and 
employment, to discourses of choice, competition, efficiency and entrepreneurship 
(p. 52). Ultimately this has created “two largely oppositional conceptions of the nature 
and purpose of schooling [education]…that relate to more general visions of the nature 
of society and citizenship” (Gewirtz and Ball, 2000, as cited in Blackmore & Sachs, 
2007, p. 52). Globalisation and the attendant ideological shifts that Blackmore and 
Sachs have traced give rise to specific features in ESL, TAFE and higher education, in 
particular a contractual, user pays approach and a change in education as a cultural 
field. The imperative is now economic not cultural exchange, and teaching is redefined 
as a client service (p. 49). 
 
Australia does have a national policy on languages (Lo Bianco, 1987) and reflecting on 
the development of the 1987 policy nearly a decade later, Lo Bianco (1996) comments 
on the disparate influences that brought it into being. 
There were three forces that brought the policies together – intellectuals, 
Asian-oriented business interests…and ethnic communities – as the 
leaders for a wider lobby for a language policy. (para. 5) 
The Australian Federal government oversees the provision of ESL and, at the state 
level, there are specific ESL policies. “Adult ESL courses are offered across a number 
of institutions and providers” (Burns, 1994, p. 3): national, state, community and private. 
The following Federal government departments and national bodies have varying 
degrees of influence on the TESOL enterprise: 
 
• Department of Immigration and Citizenship 
• Department of Education, Science & Training 
• National Centre for English Language Teaching and Research 
• Australian National Training Authority 
• National Centre for Vocational Education Research. 
 
In 1994 Kevin Rudd produced a report entitled Asian Languages and Australia’s 
Economic Future. This report is a good example of language education policy framed 
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and constrained by economic imperatives in which he argues for an “Asia literate” 
Australian “export culture” in the context of “the internationalisation of the Australian 
economy.” (Rudd, 1994, p. ii). Rudd’s recent welcome of the Chinese President in 
Mandarin, and his significant personal ties with China, are a timely example of the 
influence of personal networks and individual affiliations on policy making. 
 
An interesting example of the complex forces operating on government policy is the 
new Australian legislation requiring all immigration applicants to pass a citizenship test 
in English as part of their immigration application (Australian Citizenship Act 2007). The 
policy appeared to have been initiated by the Prime Minister in 2006 when he first 
mooted the idea in the media. The concept was hotly debated by those who regarded it 
as reactionary, xenophobic, or at least exclusionary, and those who believed the fabric 
of Australian society needed to be preserved by requiring a commitment to Australian 
values at a time when they perceived society to be less cohesive. It is also regarded as 
a de facto English language test, echoing to many the White Australia Policy of 1901, 
which centred around a language test. How did this idea take hold? Did it derive from 
the Prime Minister or was there some other influence at work? And by what process did 
this idea become policy? Who had access to that process? Whose expertise did 
government seek and whose expertise did it heed? Submissions were invited publicly 
via the national media for a response to the government discussion paper. There were 
also over 100 individuals and organisations whose input the government directly 
sought. A wide range of submissions were received from individuals, including 
politicians and academics, and organisations. A list of the responding organisations (not 
including individuals’ responses) indicates the breadth of participation: 
• Curtin University of Technology  
• Scots of Victoria  
• Festival of Light Australia  
• Gilbert + Tobin Centre of Public Law  
• Forum of Australian Services for Survivors of Torture and Trauma (FASST) 
• The Australian Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, Transgender, Intersex and Queer Multicultural 
Council Inc  
• Castan Centre for Human Rights Law  
• Australia for Australians  
• Victorian Immigrant and Refugee Women's Coalition (VIRWC)  
• Queensland Public Interest Law Clearing House Incorporated  
• The Government of Western Australia  
• Country Women's Association of New South Wales  
• Australia/Israel & Jewish Affairs Council (AIJAC) 
• Sydney Centre for International and Global Law  
• The Federation of Community Legal Centres (Vic)  
• Ethnic Communities Council of Western Australia (ECCWA) 
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• Department of Immigration and Citizenship  
• Ethnic Communities' Council of Victoria (ECCV) 
• New South Wales Council for Civil Liberties (NSWCCL)  
• The Australian Council of TESOL Associations (ACTA)  
• St Vincent de Paul Society National Council  
• Newcomers Network  
• National Ethnic and Multicultural Broadcasters Council (NEMBC) 
• The Darebin Ethnic Communities Council (DECC)  
• Refugee Advice and Casework Service (RACS)  
• The Liquor Hospitality and Miscellaneous Union Victoria Branch (LHMU)  
• Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission  
• B'nai B'rith Anti-Defamation Commission (ADC) 
• Coalition for Asylum Seekers, Refugees and Detainees (CARAD)  
• Australian Lawyers for Human Rights (ALHR) 
• The Multicultural Council of the Northern Territory (MCNT)  
• Canberra Multicultural Community Forum (CMCF) Inc  
• Australian Christian Lobby (ACL) National Office 
• Australian Catholic Migrant and Refugee Office (ACMRO)  
• Refugee Council of Australia  
• United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees  
• Federation of Ethnic Communities Councils of Australia (FECCA)  
• Premier of Tasmania  
• Premier of Victoria  
• The Office of the Primate of the Anglican Church of Australia  
• The Victorian Bar  
• Community Relations Commission  
• National Legal Aid  
• ACT Government  
• Adult Migrant English Service Teachers Association (AMESD).  
 
Additional material was also received: 
 
• Opening statement by Tom Calma, Acting Race Discrimination Commissioner 
tabled at public hearing in Sydney on 17 July 2007 
• Answers to Questions on Notice received from New South Wales Council for Civil 
Liberties Inc 
• Answers to Questions on Notice received from Human Rights and Equal 
Opportunity Commission  
• Answers to Questions on Notice received from Professor Kim Rubenstein  
• Answers to written Questions on Notice received from the Department of 
Immigration and Citizenship  
• Response to Question on Notice received from Refugee Council of Australia  
• Answers to Questions on Notice from 16 July 2007 public hearing received from 
the Department of Immigration and Citizenship 
 (Parliament of Australia: Senate, Inquiry into the Australian Citizenship Amendment 
(Citizenship Testing) Bill 2007, website, 2007). 
 
On the face of it, the government was open to expertise and opinion from all quarters. 
However, there are some problems with the project. Firstly, the original discussion 
paper is no longer available on the Department of Immigration and Multicultural Affairs 
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(DIMA) website and I have been unable to trace its authorship (its authority); this is of 
interest as the original discussion paper laid out the terrain for the debate, and many of 
the responses to it challenged the fundamental premises in which the concept of the 
test was grounded. Secondly, reading the Hansard transcript (Parliament of Australia: 
Hansard, 2007a, 2007b), I was troubled that some of the responses from DIMA 
representatives to questions put by interested parties had the tone of a fait accompli. 
Finally, it is one thing to ask for input, it is quite a different matter to  recognize or use it. 
The ‘consultation' process used prior to the government adopting its 
proposal for a new citizenship test was a farce, the ‘discussion paper' 
produced as part of that process was ill-thought out, and the many 
concerns expressed by migrant groups in Australia were all but ignored. 
(Dissenting Report, Democrat Senator Andrew Bartlett, website, 2007) 
While we might need to make allowances for the politicising of this issue in an election 
year, the point is still an important one. “Policies embody claims to speak with authority, 
they legitimate and initiate practices in the world and they privilege certain visions and 
interests.” (Ball, 1990, p. 22). “…[T]here will always be political struggles over whose 
voices will be heard and whose values will be reflected in policies.” (Taylor et al, 1997, 
p. 27). 
 
Plurilingualism – is that like sciolilingua? 1 
It is beyond the scope of this paper to review education and language acquisition policy 
internationally; however, some examples are helpful to our inquiry into who has 
authority to teach ESL/EFL. I offer here some comments on policies close to home in 
East Asia, and on the far side of the world, in Europe, to explore whether there is any 
consistency. 
 
In 2006 Jeon and Lee reviewed some of the policy and practices in East Asia to reveal 
a current, “vast and complex recruiting program” (p. 53) of NESTs into China, Hong 
Kong, Taiwan, Japan and South Korea. China has no central policy to guide NS 
recruitments specifically other than a Guide for Foreign Experts Working in China 
(1994, 1999, 2002, as cited in Jeon & Lee, 2006), but there are provincial level policies, 
and the lack of a standard for NESTs has been seen as causing problems (Qiang & 
Wolff, 2003). While regulations do require qualifications, Jeon and Lee (2006) report 
that “in many circumstances” (p. 54) this requirement is not adhered to, a report that is 
consistent with my anecdotal evidence. Hong Kong has a long-standing policy of 
NEST provision, which is expanding. “The applicant should be a native speaker of 
                                                     
1 Sciolilingua  Italian, n. tongue-twister 
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English or possess the competence of a native speaker” (Jeon & Lee, 2006, p. 55) and 
ESL/EFL experience is preferred (not required). Taiwan has no policy or regulation on 
hiring NESTs, although the EFL industry is very active; however, work permits are 
granted only to foreigners from ‘native-English-speaking’ countries. Qualifications are 
required but most junior schools do not insist on these for Anglophones. In 2003 Japan 
adopted an action plan to increase English language in its education system, and has 
been recruiting NESTs for over twenty years: TEFL (teaching English as a foreign 
language) qualifications are helpful but not required. Although South Korea has a very 
long history of English education, hugely increased interest has come with 
industrialisation and foreign trade expansion. English medium policy in 2001 
disadvantaged local NNESTs and a NEST allocation plan is in place to “…provide 
students with more English input, a more authentic English environment, and greater 
cultural understanding” (Jeon & Lee, 2006, p. 57). It is interesting that requirements for 
NSs to be qualified seem to be more honoured in the breach by which we assume that 
expertise is attributed to native speakership per se, at least by those doing the hiring. It 
is also worth noting that Jeon and Lee make no mention of any problems, indeed they 
“…have found that hiring NSETs [NS English teachers] is one of the most efficient ways 
to improve local student English proficiency” (p. 57). This stands in stark contrast to the 
reports of NNESTs (eg Flynn & Gulikers, 2001; Forhan, 1992; Fukumura, 1993; 
Medgyes, 1994; Tang, 1997; Thomas, 1999) who claim that NNESTs’ professional 
pride, salaries and working conditions suffer alongside the NS imports, and that 
NNESTs are finally the ones who have to meet local students’ needs such as passing 
state examinations (Boyle, 1997; Lung, 1999). 
 
The European Union has taken a strong and clear stance on the promotion of lifelong 
language learning in the Council of Europe’s Guide for the Development of Language 
Education Policies in Europe (Beacco & Byram, 2003), moving “…from linguistic 
diversity to plurilingual education” and advocating ‘mother-tongue + two’ for all citizens, 
“…not just for utilitarian and professional reasons but also as education for linguistic 
tolerance” (p. 7) and “…to promote and maintain the concept of linguistic diversity in 
society and plurilingualism for the individual” (p. 8). Implementation of this policy has 
implications for teacher education: 
This too needs to be seen in the context of the re-definition of language 
teachers such that they are not the sole source of learning, that they are 
not required to have near-mastery of the language(s) they offer, that 
they can teach learners to learn, that they can facilitate learning, for 
example by managing centres for learning or working as on-line 
consultants. (p. 48) 
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The Guide offers options for diverse learning opportunities “…by means other than 
dependence on trained teachers” (p. 48), suggests that “…the concept of the specialist 
teacher…can be complemented by other models” (p. 50) and that “…native-speaker 
teachers might be seconded for a period to support the policy” (p. 49). The Guide does 
not specify what constitutes a language teacher, a specialist teacher, or a NS teacher, 
or what degree of competency (pedagogical, linguistic or cultural) is required to conform 
to this education policy. While on the face of it the policy has all the hallmarks of 
enlightened liberal humanism and political correctness that provide a warm glow, it 
nonetheless seems to be having a bet both ways: expertise is where you find it. The 
Swiss, however, have no such slack in their policy regarding bilingualism. “In view of 
the methodological challenges of bilingual teaching, it appears evident that teachers 
should be appropriately trained” (Grin & Schwob, 2002, p. 415). No mention of options, 
flexibility or innovation in delivery here: expertise is located firmly in trained teachers. 
 
But what am I going to teach on Monday morning? 
Government is not the only player in the business of authorising who can teach what 
to whom. There are various bodies that register, regulate or influence professionals: 
associations of language schools, language/linguistics associations and suppliers of 
TESOL courses. Even a brief list shows the variety of agents involved: 
• Adult Learning Australia 
• Applied Linguistics Association of Australia 
• Australian Council for Adult Literacy 
• American Association for Applied Linguistics 
• American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Language 
• Centre for Applied Linguistics 
• International Applied Linguistics Association 
• International Society for Technology in Education 
• International Vocational Education and Training Association 
• National Clearinghouse for ESL Literacy Education. 
TESOL’s relationship with these bodies can be complex. Academic groups such as 
linguists and researchers are sometimes regarded as remote from the ESL/EFL 
coalface, providers of the knowledge base that teachers are supposed to implement. 
Such a division can create a sense of frustration among intellectuals and researchers 
about the lack of take-up in the classroom, and equally a sense of suspicion among 
classroom teachers that academics do not embrace the realities of the classroom 
experience. An attempt to resolve this split is being made in the professional literature 
and in postgraduate TESOL courses by encouraging a ‘teacher-researcher’ model, 
where classroom teachers examine questions relevant to their practice in a systematic 
way, and feed the results back into the profession. 
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TESOL at everyone’s beck and call 
While government and other agencies might be expected to control, regulate or 
influence TESOL, there are other powerful factors operating. It is to the ‘market place’ 
and the demands of various groups within it, that I now turn. 
 
Last year, the Rt Hon Lord Neil Kinnock, Chair of the British Council, reported: “The 
English language teaching sector directly earns nearly £1.3 billion for the UK in invisible 
exports and our other education related exports earn up to £10 billion a year more” 
(Graddol, 2006, p. 4). TESOL presents alongside offshore oil as one of Britain’s biggest 
export earners, and in the market-driven climate of economic rationalism, customers 
have clout. As we have seen, if there is a perception that customers want NESTs, then 
that is what providers want to give them. Like so many ideas in the field, ‘what 
customers want’ is another that falls foul of real information and is prey to what is 
intuitively regarded as ‘obvious’, and ‘natural’: of course NESTs are better, and of 
course customers want them. Perhaps, as Baldauf (1994) suggests: “As language is a 
skill all humans acquire with some reasonable degree of competence, it is a medium in 
which everyone has a stake and can claim to have some expertise” (p. 83). There are 
now many stakeholders in the global English business. As with government agencies, 
this group – parents, learners, employers, publishers, education providers - is 
comprised of non-professionals judging the field and voting with their wallets and their 
feet. 
 
And demand is currently high. In 2000, 93 per cent of European parents surveyed 
(n=15,900 across all European countries) (Eurobarometer, 2001) claimed it was 
important that their children learn other European languages (p. 40); 71 per cent 
considered that everyone in the European Union should be able to speak one European 
language in addition to their mother tongue (p. 5); and almost as many (69 per cent) 
agreed that this should be English (p. 5). 
 
In the Sultanate of Oman a multi-million US dollar agreement was signed with the 
University of Leeds, UK, for in-service teacher training to upgrade 1,060 ELTs to BA 
level during 2000-2008. Ten staff from the University of Leeds design and run the 
program. Al-Issa (2006) notes that “Oman is not self-sufficient with regard to qualified 
teachers of English…[T]here are 1,934 Omani teachers of English…as opposed to 
2,399 expatriates” (English Teachers section, para. 2), and this is the case for many 
countries around the globe. American, British and Australian university promotional 
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‘fairs’ are held annually in Oman and acceptances can be given on the spot “…if the 
student submits the required papers” (Al-Issar, 2006, NABA Universities Fairs section). 
 
The Expatriates English Teacher Scheme (EETS) in Hong Kong is a good example of 
the power of the market place to drive and shape TESOL. A pilot EETS scheme in the 
late 1980s in Hong Kong proved costly (HK$50 million plus) and “by and large a failure” 
(Boyle, 1997, p. 178): local NNESTs were resentful of the interlopers, NESTs 
experienced many problems both in and out of classrooms, and the level of English 
proficiency was not improving. Despite this outcome, in 1991 a permanent scheme was 
introduced, albeit modified, because “…influential voices were being raised in the 
business and academic communities to do something about it” [the standard of English 
in HK] (p. 176), so that Hong Kong might maintain its place as an international business 
centre. At the same time, the policy of Chinese medium instruction in schools was 
coming under fire. “[W]hatever the Education Department might say about the value of 
Chinese-medium of instruction, Hong Kong parents still wanted English-medium 
schools for their children” (p. 177). The modified EETS scheme during the 1990s 
suffered largely the same fate as the pilot. Again, despite this outcome, a bigger and 
better EETS scheme was proposed. Interestingly, other non-professional forces 
intervened at this point. In the lead up to the 1997 handover “…the first local Chinese 
Financial Secretary’s budget in March 1996…cut by half the Education Commission’s 
proposed funding for native-speakers. It appeared the financial writing was on the wall” 
(p. 178). As the Hong Kong experience illustrates, business, academia, parents, ELT 
providers, NGOs (in this case the British Council), and national budget constraints all 
have their way with TESOL; given what is at stake - money, national pride, and 
economic development – perhaps we should not be surprised that authority in TESOL 
is not necessarily in the hands of TESOL experts. 
 
Similarly in Australia 
[b]usiness and union leaders, chairing significant and important 
education reports (the Finn, Mayer, and Carmichael reports), directly 
impacted on the practices of universities, schools, and TAFE colleges. 
This was specifically in the areas of curriculum and pedagogy by 
importing the notion of competencies from workplace training…Business 
and accountancy “best practices” were imported unproblematically into 
educational management through accountability practices such as total 
quality management, audits, and accrual accounting. (Blackmore & 
Sachs, 2007, p. 33)  
 
Currently in Victoria, the AMEP program is tendered; if the provider fails to meet 
linguistic and financial targets, another institution will be awarded the tender at the 
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expiry of the contract. As Blackmore and Sachs (2007) have noted, the ESL and TAFE 
sector has moved away from “social equity” to “market equity”, ignoring structural 
inequalities and unequal outcomes for the freedom to enter the market (p. 36). They 
cite the case of a TAFE college not winning a tender because its high quality program 
was too expensive; the tender was awarded to a program that had a lower quality 
ranking but was cheaper (p. 41). My personal experience is that tendering affects 
classroom practice, not necessarily in line with good educational principles. Class hours 
are extended too long in order to rationalise room rental costs, or to allow for renting out 
facilities to other groups as an income source. Pressure is brought to bear to complete 
modules of work as the institution is judged and rewarded on a module basis, rather 
than leaving the teacher free to decide which selection of skills would suit a particular 
group best. Regular audits mean that much time is devoted to administrative tasks to 
meet the letter of the law. “What count[s] as performance [is] now…determined by 
external rather than peer bodies by the disciplinary technologies of standards, 
benchmarks, performance indicators, and the audit” (p. 47). Teachers feel that the 
coordinator is not so much supporting them but rather trying to secure the next contract, 
without which the teachers have no jobs, a catch twenty-two for all concerned. Thus 
competition and consumer preferences are deemed to be more efficient mechanisms 
for allocating resources and guiding curriculum than regulatory frameworks (pp. 46-7). 
 
What about the teachers? 
For years, a few blocks away from my office someone had hung up a 
sign that read: “Psychoanalysis, Palm Reader.” I cannot help but believe 
that analysts of all stripes would agree: this person was not a 
psychoanalyst. But by what authority do we make this claim? (Makari, 
2006, p. 121) 
 
Authority to teach is bestowed by teachers themselves, both at a collective level and at 
an individual level. In terms of collective professional action, there are a number of 
TESOL groups and associations around the world, including: 
• TESOL Inc 
• INTESOL 
• TESOL Online 
• International Association of Teachers of English as a Foreign Language 
• International Federation of Teachers 
• Australian Council of TESOL Associations 
• Australian Education Union 
• Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages Aotearoa New 
Zealand 
• Japanese Association for Language Teachers 
• TESL Canada 
• TESOL Islamia. 
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Despite the array of professional bodies, there remains no internationally accepted 
standard for TESOL. 
 
The following information given on various websites concerning TESOL is of interest: 
There is no international accreditation body for Tefl, [teaching 
English as a foreign language] however there are national 
accreditation bodies that are accepted around the world. 
When choosing a course provider you should assure yourself that 
their accrediting body is reputable. 
In the UK the British Council accepts Trinity College, the College 
of Teachers, Cambridge/RSA and any UK University as valid 
accrediting bodies, and so tends to be used as a benchmark for 
recognition. British-based organisations have long enjoyed 
worldwide respect and recognition in the field of Tefl. 
In Ireland, MEI-RELSA [ recognized English Language Schools 
Association] is the most widely  recognized validation body for 
Tefl certificates and is required to teach English in MEI-RELSA-
registered language schools throughout the country. Thousands 
of Irish teachers have also used this qualification to teach abroad. 
In the United States, the School for International Training (SIT) 
has become established as the forerunner in providing nationally 
and internationally  recognized teaching qualifications. More and 
more of their training courses are being established around the 
world. 
Accreditation is the granting of approval to a learning provider by 
an official review board following a rigorous assessment 
procedure, confirming the provider and its course materials meet 
specific quality requirements. 
Beware of organisations that use membership to professional 
organisations as a ploy to indicate accreditation. While not a bad 
thing, professional or institutional membership to such 
organisations does not imply quality assurance; it often simply 
indicates that the provider pays an annual subscription. The 
difference between accreditation and membership can be easily 
established by contacting the body that the provider is affiliated 
to. 
 
Current  recognized and respected accreditation bodies: 
The College of Teachers 
Trinity College 
Cambridge/RSA 
All UK Universities 
MEI-RELSA 
School for International Training 
(Expatriate Café, website, Monday December 13, 2004, para.  
6-12, 22) 
 
And again: 
…there is, as yet, no one overall global body for the issue and 
moderation of TEFL certificate courses. The market is competitive 
and there are many companies, schools and organisations 
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around the world that offer various kinds of TEFL and TESOL 
certification courses. 
Some TEFL courses are excellent and will be recognized as such 
wherever you go. Some are maybe less good but still fulfill 
international standards. Some, conversely, may be very good and 
professionally run courses but fail to fulfill all basic accepted 
industry standards and can thus leave you struggling to find 
employment in many areas of the increasingly competitive EFL 
teaching world. Some may be a complete waste of your time and 
money, and you’ll find that the certificate you paid for isn’t worth 
the paper it’s written on. (Via Lingua, website, n.d., para. 3,4) 
 
The authority to provide courses and the authority to validate them are what is at stake 
here. What might we understand about NS hegemony in this statement: “British-based 
organisations have long enjoyed worldwide respect and recognition in the field ”? How 
does one provider “become established as the forerunner” (the authority) over another? 
Who appoints and who comprises “an official review board” (an authority)? Also 
interesting are the contradictions within the text.  If there is “no one overall global body” 
that authorises TESOL courses, how and where are “all basic industry standards” 
formulated and found? Authority here is derived from historical notions of authority from 
the colonial centre and, in particular, prestigious universities and deliverers of courses 
such as Cambridge in the UK. 
 
There seem to be shifting loci of authority in these texts from international bodies to 
national ones, review boards, associations, colleges, universities and schools, to 
“industry standards” and “the market” – all exerting their influence. However, despite the 
apparent lack of regulation of courses, it is suggested (somewhat desperately) that the 
hiring of ESOL teachers may not be open slather: 
 
With the number of EFL teachers growing rapidly, the need to 
gain an accredited Tefl/Tesol qualification has never been more 
crucial. 
The days when you could land yourself a quality Tefl job based 
purely on your ability to speak fluent English are a long and 
distant memory. Most reputable EFL schools now insist that new 
teachers are qualified with an accredited (externally validated) 
Tefl/Tesol certificate consisting of at least 100 hours of tuition, 
plus some observed and assessed teaching practice. 
Furthermore, you should consider the injustice you will be doing 
to your students if you have not been professionally trained, and 
therefore properly prepared for the teaching environment. It also 
stands to reason that you'll have a more enjoyable time if you 
actually know what you're doing! (Expatriate Café, website, 
Monday December 13, 2004, para. 3, 4, 5) 
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What is this text saying to us? Firstly, an appeal to pragmatism and a veiled threat are 
made: you need a qualification in a flooding market to give you a competitive edge, or 
you may not get a job. The “long and distant memory” of NSs employed for fluency 
alone is, as we have noted, actually not so far away - if it were, why would we need this 
persuasion to qualify? What constitutes “reputable” schools (by what/whose authority)? 
We note that “most” of these, but presumably not all, insist on teachers being qualified. 
And lastly there is an attempt at moral blackmail: you will shortchange your students if 
you are unqualified, and an appeal to hedonism: you will enjoy teaching more if you are 
qualified. This text reveals an enterprise that employs all manner of pleas, promises 
and persuasions to influence its readers to become qualified; this text reveals an 
enterprise that has no authority to require qualifications. 
 
TESOL Inc is a global education association founded in 1966. In a statement released 
in October 1991 it outlines a clear policy on NNESTs and hiring practices in which it 
denounces as discriminatory the hiring of ESL/EFL staff on the basis of nativeness and 
resolves “…to work towards the creation and publication of minimal language 
proficiency standards that may be applied equally to all ESOL (English to speakers of 
other languages) teachers without reference to the nativeness of their English” (TESOL 
Inc, 1992, p. 23). Fifteen years later, the association deemed it necessary to release 
another statement reiterating its position. 
TESOL strongly opposes discrimination against nonnative English 
speakers in the field of English language teaching. Rather, English 
language proficiency, teaching experience, and professionalism should 
be assessed along a continuum of professional preparation. All English 
language educators should be proficient in English regardless of their 
native languages, but English language proficiency should be viewed as 
only one criterion in evaluating a teacher’s professionalism. Teaching 
skills, teaching experience, and professional preparation should be given 
as much weight as language proficiency. (TESOL Inc, 2006) 
 
This time there is no mention of proficiency standards for ESOL teachers. Forhan 
(1992) relates the story of a friend from US school days who spent the day taking a 
standardised English proficiency test and oral interview examination as part of her 
application for a TESOL position.  She explained that “…regulations mandated that all 
prospective teachers, regardless of their citizenship or the ‘nativeness’ of their English, 
demonstrate the established levels of English proficiency” (p. 23). After initial surprise, 
the author “…recognized the profound benefits to the job seeker and to the prospective 
employer when qualified professionals are offered equal access to the hiring process” 
(p. 23). At least in some New York city schools the playing field is level, and expertise 
is seen to reside in language content and teaching skill. 
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But the notion of professional standards is more complex than Forhan (1992) has 
suggested. A climate of increasing professional regulation undermines teacher 
autonomy (and authority). Professionalism is expertise in a body of knowledge and a 
set of practices and the ability to make judgments in one’s field. This is now being 
eroded by increasing external demands particularly to meet a set of competencies or to 
meet corporate objectives, standards that are less about education than economies, 
and standards which are authorised and controlled by interests outside of the 
profession. As Blackmore (2002) puts it, there is a move away from ‘being a 
professional’ to ‘being professional’. 
Gleeson and Gunter (2001) observe that “the preoccupation with 
performance obscures discourses of power, masking deeper issues of 
regulation, of control of teachers and academics…by steering market 
exchange relationships” (154) that characterize learner-teacher relations. 
This promote[s] a professionalism that is only about finer differentiation 
based on pay and status, but a professionalism more readily aligned with 
the entrepreneurial practices and performatives of the market. 
(Blackmore & Sachs, 2007, p. 48) 
 
When I completed my Masters Degree in TESOL I advised the coordinator of the 
AMEP program in the TAFE system where I work. Her immediate response was, “You 
won’t get any more pay.” She went on to say that she must record my degree because 
it was advantageous to the institution and then appeared embarrassed; apparently my 
higher degree was of no benefit to me (or to the students?) in this economic and 
instrumental worldview. What I found stunning about her response was that it was the 
first and only comment she made about my professional achievement as a colleague. 
What I also found interesting was that it had never occurred to me that a higher degree 
might bring higher pay. This exchange speaks volumes about the environment the 
profession now finds itself in and the focus that educator-administrators feel they must 
adopt. 
 
Authority on what basis? 
On what basis do teachers authorise themselves to teach English? Freire (1998, p. 54) 
makes a similar distinction between the teacher’s authority of knowledge and his/her 
own professional authority. Another way of framing this might be that teachers claim 
authority via subject matter expertise and via pedagogical expertise. The NS-NNS 
dichotomy has generally forced teachers to locate their authority in one of these two 
positions. Despite some claimed grammatical superiority attributed to NNESTs on the 
basis of their having learned English systematically ‘from the outside’, NSs, as the final 
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arbiters of knowledge of their mother tongue, have traditionally claimed, or been 
attributed, the language turf. NNESTs, on the other hand, have carved out their 
expertise as the better teachers for NNS students both in terms of teaching skills and 
relational skills. Many writers describe the hard work and pride that NNESTs put into 
their work in comparison to NESTs who are sometimes seen as informal, even 
undisciplined, in their approach to classroom work. (eg  Arva & Medgyes, 2000; Boyle, 
1997; Lung, 1999; Wu, 2005, 2006). And NNESTs have traditionally held the relational 
turf, claiming a special rapport with their students due to their own ESL experience and 
the benefits to the students of teacher bilingualism. The arguments for both positions - 
subject matter expertise and pedagogical expertise - are partial, at best. However, 
there is a sizeable body of work framed in this way; Laborda in 2006 reported 
approximately 1,500 papers that were centred on the implications of teachers’ national 
origin and I would characterise most of the work I have read on NEST/NNEST as about 
carving out legitimate territory for the NNEST.  
Concerning the “false dichotomy” between NS and NNS teachers of 
English, I would say that there is no dichotomy of the kind in the 
scientific literature in the field and that, if such a dichotomy exists, it is 
the dichotomy of turf, which has nothing to do with teaching English. 
(Astor, 2000, p. 19) (emphasis added) 
 
Medgyes (1994) and Arva and Medgyes (2000) have investigated the strengths and 
weaknesses of NESTs and NNESTs as perceived by the teachers themselves. NSs 
were seen as having superior English language competence and as being better 
cultural informants; NNSs took pride in their knowledge of English grammar, in the 
benefits of their bilingualism to students, in their sound lesson planning and in their 
commitment to the students. The NESTs were regarded as somewhat casual in their 
professional style. At first sight, this would seem to confirm the ‘turf’ argument. 
However, a closer look at these studies reveals a less clear picture. Although NNSs 
reported less language competence, they taught English medium classes, were highly 
active in their personal use of English beyond the classroom and were regarded by the 
researchers as fluent (cf Dörnyei, 2006). 
Although non-NESTs complained a lot about their language handicaps 
in the interviews, it turned out that all five of them were fluent speakers 
of English, two being at what is often called near-native level. Except for 
one of them, non-NESTs used English almost exclusively during their 
lesson. This is in stark contrast to the claim voiced in the interviews that 
[their] great advantage …was their capability of drawing on the mother 
tongue for assistance. (Arva & Medgyes, 1000, p. 366) 
 
Luxemburg EXR796-7   Part 2 
 
 41 
NNESTs in these studies used more coursebooks, corrected more errors, checked 
work more often and assigned more homework than their NEST counterparts. On that 
basis I would have to claim honorary NNEST status as my own teaching could be 
similarly described, and I must challenge the researchers’ assumption that differences 
in teaching behaviour are due to language (NS-NNS) backgrounds. Regarding style, 
each group had mixed feelings about the approach of the other. 
 
These findings are also called into question because of the small sample size (n=10), 
the fact that the two groups were not matched (NNESTs were trained teachers and 
NESTs were untrained), and because the results were incomplete at the time of 
publication (interview data were analysed but video data were not yet available, so 
differences between teachers’ perceptions of their behaviour and researchers’ 
observation of their behaviour were not made, other than by anecdotal remarks). The 
researchers themselves concluded, “Put simply, teachers’ perceptions cannot be used 
as reliable compasses” (p. 368). As Bueno (2006) laments, “Is no one going to try to 
demonstrate whose students’ results are better?” (para. 1). 
 
How can I have authority if I feel illegitimate? 
…the distinction native speaker-nonnative speaker, like all majority-
minority relations, is at bottom one of confidence and identity. (Davies, 
2003, pp 166-167) 
 
As we have seen, how teachers feel about themselves has considerable bearing on 
their capacity to self-authorise and in this regard teacher identity is central (Varghese, 
Morgan, Johnston and Johnson, 2005). In the literature, if not in policy, teachers have 
ceased to be regarded as technicians applying a methodology in a cause-effect model 
of teaching, and are now seen rather as mediators in a complex learning environment. 
The sociocultural and sociopolitical dimensions of teaching also reveal that many 
aspects of identity play a crucial role in the language classroom. It has thus become 
apparent from two different lines of enquiry that teachers themselves are important and 
that research needs to examine “…the professional, cultural, political and individual 
identities which they claim or which are assigned to them” (p. 22) and which play such 
a vital role in the L2 learning situation.  
 
A good deal of recent research has centred on the notion of teacher identity, 
particularly that of the NNEST. In essence, the work on teacher identity to date has 
suggested that NNS do not feel legitimate because of prejudice, discrimination, racism 
(overt or covert) or ethnocentrism, which they experience in the professional TESOL 
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domain and, feeling illegitimate, their identity as ESOL teachers is compromised. They 
struggle to bring forth a sense of authority in themselves, in their work and in their 
classrooms. Reves and Medgyes (1994) claimed that NNESTs’ identity was negatively 
affected because of their English language deficits. “A constant realisation of their 
limitations in the use of English may lead to a poorer self-image, which may further 
deteriorate language performance, and in turn may lead to cumulatively stronger 
feeling of inferiority” (p. 364). The authors go on to recommend that NNESTs’ work be 
judged on its merits without prejudice, that differences in their language proficiency are 
acknowledged and legitimised, and that NNESTs improve their command of English “to 
the utmost” (p. 364) and “…approximate their proficiency, as much as possible, to that 
of the NESTs” (p. 364). Given the authors’ proposition that NNESTs’ language is 
unlikely to be able to reach NEST standard, they place the NNEST in rather a bind. 
 
In contrast to Reves’ and Medgyes’ (1994) findings, Ellis (2002) in Australia reports that 
teachers with a first language other than English see their high-level bilingualism as an 
asset in the ESL classroom (p. 102). However, in both cases, identification with L1 
seems to form an important element of the teacher’s identity, for better or for worse. 
 
But what is identity? The etymology of the English word is Latin ‘idem’, meaning ‘the 
same’, and our day-to-day concept of identity is precisely that: some core part of 
ourselves that remains unchanging and therefore consistent and recognizable over 
time and events; it is the fact of who we are and the characteristics defining this (eg an 
ESL teacher, an Australian). However, like ‘authority’ and ‘native speaker’, the notion of 
‘identity’ may prove more slippery and counter-intuitive than at first appears. 
 
Von Hoene (1995), drawing on psychoanalytic theory, has challenged this 
understanding of identity as unitary, fixed and internally coherent, and drawn our 
attention to the idea of the divided subject, split between unconscious and conscious 
aspects of the psyche (p. 44). In this view, the subject is necessarily and always 
unknown to him/herself to some degree. Identity is formed (in a Lacanian view) through 
identification with an image outside of oneself, and the construction of a “whole and 
unfragmented” (p. 44) persona is designed to diminish the anxiety of experiencing a 
self which is always in process: “…identifications shift and the self is continually 
reconstituted dialogically through the other in self [the unconscious] and the other 
external to the self [in the form of persons, language or objects]”, “…the subject is 
revised in the ongoing process of the creation and displacement of identifications” (von 
Hoene, 1995, p. 44) throughout life. Von Hoene comments that confrontation with 
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difference, with “the other external to the self”, provokes anxiety, and that the process 
of continual construction of one’s identity is “rarely devoid of conflict or anxiety” (p. 47). 
In this view it is precisely because we do not wish to know that our identity is multiple, 
shifting and in conflict that we create the chimera of a solid sense of self: thus the 
notion of identity as fluid is necessarily counter-intuitive. Von Hoene extrapolates this to 
the ESL/EFL classroom, and we find we have come full circle – to the nationalism 
underlying the static NS-NNS binary and the potential impact of that on NNEST (and 
L2 learner) identity. 
The relationship of self and other and the response to difference comes 
to bear heavily on the foreign language classroom through the topic of 
nationalism. To what extent, one might ask, does the teaching of foreign 
languages reinforce or call into question the perpetuation of national 
fictions of self and other? (von Hoene, 1995, p. 49) 
 
In line with this understanding of identity as more fluid, Pavlenko (2003) argues for the 
‘reimagining’ of teacher identities as bilingual/multilingual and multicompetent, which 
“…allows some teachers to construe themselves…as legitimate L2 users rather than 
as failed native speakers of the target language” (p. 251). Her study of forty-four 
student teachers analysed their linguistic autobiographies to reveal that native 
speakerness and standard language was a potent discourse that influenced their view 
of themselves (p. 257). After participating in reading and discussion aimed “…to 
challenge the monolingual bias of the profession” (p. 255), the student teachers 
exhibited “significant reconceptualisation” (p. 261), and “…reconfigured the native 
speaker community, opening up the access…previously [seen] as blocked both on 
linguistic and racial grounds” (p. 264). This argues for a less rigid and more 
sophisticated understanding of the connection between language and identity than 
many authors have assumed. 
… [A]uthors who view the NS-NNS dichotomy not as a linguistic 
construct but as a socially constructed identity (Brutt-Griffler & Samimy, 
1999) underestimate the power of linguistic theories to legitimise social 
identities. (p. 252) 
 
 
An interesting group of n=1 qualitative studies has been undertaken by Varghese et al. 
(2005), which are analysed via three different theoretical approaches to identity. The 
authors argue for a view of identity as fluid, impacted by the intentionality/agency of the 
subject, as in claimed identities, responsive to context, as in assigned identities, and 
“…constructed, maintained, and negotiated to a significant extent through language 
and discourse” (p. 23), suggesting that these elements comprise “a set of features” 
(p. 23) but do not form “a coherent theoretical approach” (p. 23). The authors utilise 
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three different theoretical approaches to identity and these are pertinent to our inquiry 
into the relation between teacher identity and authority. 
 
Social identity theory (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Hogg and Abrams, 1998) 
posits that identity is structured via societal categories that are relational in power and 
status. Self-definition is in flux as multiple group memberships form and fade. Group 
membership of high or low status groups is regarded as having a corresponding effect 
on the self-esteem of members. The need for positive self-esteem compels members 
to forge an ingroup identity. Identities shift over time depending on which group 
memberships are more salient at any given point. This theory is relevant to the multiple 
roles of language teachers as they perform: as teachers, ESL teachers, NSs or NNSs, 
and NESTs or NNESTs (among diverse other public and private roles). In the case of 
NNESTs they may be both L2 learners and L2 teachers simultaneously; NNEST 
trainees may be students and teachers simultaneously. Varghese et al. (2005) report 
that subjects “…struggled with the tensions of multiple and sometimes conflicting 
identities” (p. 26). While Tajfel’s theory has value in exploring the social identification 
assigned to and perceived by language teachers, it has several limitations. The notion 
of societal categories is static so there is no account of interactions between different 
categories, there is no way to explain any development of teacher identity, and it does 
not explain individual differences insofar as two teachers may respond differently to a 
similar set of conditions. 
 
Situated learning theory (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Lave, 1992; Wenger, 1998) proposes 
an apprenticeship model in which learning is seen as a process of identification with a 
community of practice that displays various levels of participation and multiple 
identities; learning is seen as an “evolving form of membership” (Lave & Wenger, 1991, 
p. 53). This view of learning emphasises social participation rather than cognitive 
processes, as a means of “forging identities in activities in the world” (Lave, 1992, p. 3). 
The particular value of this theory for language teacher identity is that it allows for a 
continuum of membership from nonparticipation to full membership and that it permits 
language teaching to be viewed “…not as a set of standards but as different ways of 
being and engaging” (Varghese et al., 2005, p. 29). There is room in the theory to 
account for the experiences of language teachers at all levels of the profession, in 
diverse roles, developing within the profession and choosing to be outside of it. 
Situated learning theory further proposes that engagement with the learning process 
enhances motivation and that access to resources and support from the community of 
practice is vital to the accomplishment of full membership. These latter components of 
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the theory render it particularly relevant to language teachers, given the often 
politicised and marginalised position of TESOL. However, there are some limitations to 
the theory: its focus on group identification does not account for personal experience 
and motivation; its notion of a community of practice implies that there is a cohesive 
body to join (this does not describe the non-standardised and fragmented condition of 
TESOL worldwide and the criticisms that are made about its lack of coherence and 
status as a profession); and the theory fails to deal with the larger realities of power 
relations within and among institutions and nations. 
 
Simon (1995) has explored identity as pedagogy through the poststructuralist concept 
of image-text. Image-text is the composite picture of a teacher based on the myriad 
phenomena - formal, tangible, informal, attitudinal and so on - which make up our 
understanding of another’s identity. In this view identity is fundamentally relational in 
character, it reflects the many disparate elements, both harmonious and discordant, 
which comprise our picture of the other, and it is open to change, in that new elements 
may alter the picture at any time. This theory reflects our understanding that we see 
others (and they us) in ways they have no idea about, that elements in both parties 
contribute to the portrait, and that new elements alter our view, often unexpectedly. 
This theory allows us to explore “…the importance of a teacher’s identity in the 
knowledge received or rejected in classrooms. The interpersonal relations generated 
between teachers and students are not simply a context for language learning. At 
times, they are the texts themselves, indivisible from the meanings produced through 
schooling” (Varghese et al., 2005, p. 34). In this way teachers wield transformative 
power with all that that implies, both benign and potentially ‘dangerous’. The concept of 
image-text describes how identities emerge through language. 
…[It] helps us to see how the multiple facets of identity, their anchoring 
in particular social contexts, and their transformational power (that is, the 
potential for agency inherent in identity), are both revealed in, and 
constituted by, language. (Varghese et al., 2005, p. 37) 
 
One of the problems of image-text theory is precisely its strength, the emphasis on 
language, which can make it difficult to tie the theory to everyday practice in the 
material world. 
 
Although there are various ways in which we might approach, research and theorise 
teacher identity, the issue remains fundamental to teachers’ authority, both the 
authority bestowed by others and the authority they grant themselves. 
Teacher identity is a profoundly individual and psychological matter 
because it concerns the self-image and other-image of particular 
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teachers. It is a social matter because the formation, negotiation and 
growth of teacher identity is a fundamentally social process taking place 
in institutional settings such as teacher education programs and schools. 
It is a process that is inextricably intertwined with language and 
discourse, insofar as all identities are maintained to a significant degree 
through discourse; yet it is also very much a real-world [political] 
phenomenon that impacts teachers’ standing in their communities [their 
authority] as well as affecting their wages and working conditions. 
(Varghese et al., 2005, pp. 39-40) 
 
 
Authority in crisis 
Blackmore and Sachs (2007) describe “a significant crisis in educators’ sense of 
authority and autonomy” (p. 50) from a political perspective. In knowledge-based 
economies, knowledge [expertise] is a source of power and authority. Teachers are no 
longer the knowledge brokers in their own profession, partly due to powerful agendas 
operating via regulatory bodies and the demands of various stakeholders. Their 
professional status is under threat as they are increasingly regulated and thereby 
afforded fewer opportunities to use their professional judgement, and influences such 
as the media act to challenge and undermine their competence in a very public way. 
The environment of managerialism based on output and outcomes alters teachers’ 
views of their profession and their place in it: it is largely demoralising. In this 
framework, what happens to the complexity and the sophistication involved in 
teaching? What happens to the intuitive and the personal dimensions of good 
teaching? Collectively, teachers have been distracted from the main game. With 
industrial relations policies changed to embrace the landscape of enterprise bargaining, 
teacher unions have been focused on industrial relations issues such as pay and 
conditions rather than on substantive educational issues such as assessment and 
curriculum. It has devolved into matters of survival. Finally, there is no longer room for 
the bigger picture, for ethical considerations such as access and equity, social justice 
and public good, the reasons that so many were once drawn to the profession. In this 
politico-social landscape teachers are not professionals with authority to speak, act and 
control their own profession; they are technicians in a global, very-much-for-profit 
business. 
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Discussion 
 
We live in an age where metanarratives or grand theories that attempt to 
provide unifying or totalizing explanations for social and intellectual 
developments are viewed with suspicion. (Canagarajah, 2006, p. 9) 
 
In this paper I have firstly explored norms and nativeness in TESOL and, secondly, 
employed the notion of authority to examine sources of expertise both internal and 
external to the profession. To this point I have considered ESL/EFL together under the 
general umbrella of TESOL but it is now necessary to consider the two contexts 
separately. 
 
ESL is provided in a context where English is the dominant L1 and learners require the 
English variety of the majority of users to participate in the immediate society (eg 
Cambodian L1 speakers taking up residence in Australia). Issues of identity and 
bilingualism are central to the ESL context. As Graddol (2006) notes, “Some 
learners…will not be quite as immersed in an English-speaking world as might be 
imagined” (p. 85). In the UK and USA, for example, English L2 users may also need to 
command other varieties of English as well as a standard, and master the community 
norms of code-switching, in order to participate in multiple activities and settings. In this 
environment, the concepts of NS and standard language are challenged, and the idea 
of a single norm has less utility. In the ESL context the local English is the variety 
needed, and speakers proficient in it, particularly if they share the learners’ experience 
of acquiring it, and possibly share the learners’ L1, are the teachers with the expertise. 
 
The EFL context is not English-rich and learners are much more likely to study a 
standard variety used in a distant country, the customs and culture of which are 
unfamiliar (eg Italians learning English in Italy). In this setting, authority is invested in 
idealised norms and standards. Traditionally, ‘success’ rates are low, although if we 
view success through the lense of multicompetencies  (Pavlenko, 2003) or linguistic 
travel (Kramsch, 2003) rather than simply NS standard, that picture may change. EFL 
involves a standard variety of English where teachers proficient in usually British or 
North American English (and possibly Australian and New Zealand as offshoots of 
British English) are sought both to provide standard English language models and to 
act as cultural informants in a non-English-speaking cultural context. 
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So – who is or should be authorised to teach ESL/EFL? There is no single answer to 
this question; authority and expertise are located differently in these, “the twin traditions 
in ELT” (Graddol, 2006, p. 85). 
 
However, having said that, we cannot ignore the clamour for NSs ringing in our ears. 
Ironically, the disappointment I have in this paper’s attempt to approach TESOL 
concerns from a new perspective is my own inability to escape the NS-NNS dichotomy. 
I have failed “to give up the very terms that are at stake” (Bingham, 2002, p. 453). 
While I have challenged the various configurations of those terms, I have not escaped 
the parameters that are already established in the current professional discourse. I 
have troubled the NS-NNS binary, but I have not relinquished it (p. 453). 
 
This draws our attention once again to other problematic splits in TESOL: between the 
research and the literature, between research and pedagogy, between the profession 
and the public, and between social justice concerns and financial returns. These are 
complex and difficult realities in TESOL. The concept of authority, I believe, provides a 
way of approaching the diversity and challenge of the issues more coherently. 
 
This paper is ambitious in scope and I have necessarily covered a lot of ground. The 
issues bedeviling TESOL are wide-ranging and complex and I have attempted to draw 
them together and see where they overlap, using authority as a thread. In attempting to 
tease out this metanarrative I hope, at least, to encourage other writers and 
researchers to consider the bigger picture. Some may use authority as a useful starting 
point for further research, be it conceptual, empirical or qualitative in approach, others 
may propose a different notion, but, most interesting of all, we may yet weave a new 
paradigm in which our TESOL discourse will flourish. 
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Note on Reference List 
 
 
In the course of my research for this paper I inevitably met with frustration in my search 
for material. I am indebted to the Deakin University librarians, in particular Julie Wood, 
Liaison Librarian for Education, who lost much hair in tracking rogue references to the 
four corners of the earth and occasionally beyond, to that arcane realm where mere 
borrowers can never go: the archives. With this experience in mind, I have made a 
valiant effort to provide a complete and accurate reference list. That effort 
notwithstanding, the nature of electronic references is ephemeral and I regret that one 
or two of these have already vanished from the internet and passed into that great 
reference list in the sky. In most cases I have a hardcopy, which I can provide on 
request. 
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